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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. LATOURETTE).
f

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 24, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable STEVEN C.
LATOURETTE to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

PRAYER

The Reverend Monsignor William P.
Fay, National Conference of Catholic
Bishops, offered the following prayer:

God of all creation, and source of
unending peace, be with this House and
bless it. Let good work be done within
its walls. May only truth be spoken
here.

Give to those standing in this cham-
ber the wisdom to know their weak-
ness, the humility to acknowledge
Your strength, and the courage to let
justice be the sole motivator of their
work.

By the manner of their lives, let
them proclaim the rightness of walking
freely in Your sight.

By their love for our country and for
their fellow citizens, may they serve
well those who sent them to this place;
may they lead by following You, the
author of all truth, and show the way,
by cherishing Your presence in their
hearts.

Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 345, nays 54,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 34, as
follows:

[Roll No. 224]

YEAS—345

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilirakis
Bishop

Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dicks
Dingell

Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee

Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica

Millender-
McDonald

Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mink
Moakley
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
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Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence

Spratt
Stabenow
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton

Velazquez
Vento
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (FL)

NAYS—54

Aderholt
Baird
Bilbray
Bonior
Borski
Brady (PA)
Clay
Clyburn
Costello
Crane
DeFazio
Dickey
English
Filner
Ford
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hastings (FL)

Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Holden
Jones (OH)
Klink
Kucinich
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
McDermott
Miller, George
Moore
Oberstar
Olver
Peterson (MN)
Phelps

Pickett
Pomeroy
Ramstad
Rogan
Sabo
Schaffer
Slaughter
Stark
Strickland
Sweeney
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Waters
Weller
Wu

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—34

Blunt
Burton
Chenoweth-Hage
Cummings
Delahunt
Ehrlich
Engel
Fattah
Fossella
Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Hulshof
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Larson
Lazio
Maloney (NY)
Martinez
McKinney
Minge
Mollohan
Morella
Nadler

Pascrell
Pease
Rodriguez
Rush
Scarborough
Stupak
Tauzin
Udall (CO)
Weiner
Young (AK)

b 1022

Mr. OBERSTAR changed his vote
from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Mr. VENTO changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Will the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. KILDEE led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a
concurrent resolution of the following
title in which concurrence of the House
is requested:

S. Con. Res. 116. Concurrent resolution
commending Israel’s redeployment from
southern Lebanon.

The message also announced that in
accordance with sections 1928–1928d of
title 22, United States Code, as amend-
ed, the Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, appoints the following Sen-
ators as members of the Senate Delega-
tion to the North Atlantic Treaty Or-
ganization Parliamentary Assembly
during the Second Session of the One
Hundred Sixth Congress, to be held in
Budapest, Hungary, May 26–30, 2000—

the Senator from Iowa (Mr. GRASS-
LEY), Acting Chairman;

the Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr.
SPECTER);

the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
ENZI); and

the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
VOINOVICH).

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) for a 1-
minute speech. All other 1-minutes will
be postponed until the end of the legis-
lative day.

f

WELCOME TO REVEREND
MONSIGNOR WILLIAM P. FAY

(Mr. KILDEE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to welcome our guest chaplain,
Monsignor William P. Fay. Monsignor
Fay was recently elected to serve as
the General Secretary of the National
Conference of Catholic Bishops, U.S.
Catholic Conference. His 5-year term
begins next February.

He has served as Associate General
Secretary of the conference since 1995.
In this capacity, Monsignor Fay has
overseen the public policy work of the
U.S. Catholic Conference. Monsignor
Fay helped to coordinate the most re-
cent visit of Pope John Paul II to the
United States when the Holy Father
traveled to St. Louis in January 1999.

Monsignor Fay was ordained to the
priesthood for the Archdiocese of Bos-
ton in 1974. After his ordination, Mon-
signor Fay was an associate pastor in
several parishes in Massachusetts. Im-
mediately before coming to the Catho-
lic conference, he was a professor of
philosophy at St. John’s Seminary in
Brighton, Massachusetts. He also
served as the Dean of the College of
Liberal Arts there and chairman of the
department of philosophy.

Please join me in welcoming Mon-
signor William P. Fay.

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID-
ERATION OF H.R. 4444, AUTHOR-
IZING EXTENSION OF NON-
DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT
(NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
TREATMENT) TO PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 510 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 510
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4444) to authorize ex-
tension of nondiscriminatory treatment
(normal trade relations treatment) to the
People’s Republic of China. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. In lieu of
the amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means now printed in
the bill, the amendment in the nature of a
substitute printed in the report of the Com-
mittee on Rules accompanying this resolu-
tion shall be considered as adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill, as amended, to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) three
hours of debate on the bill, as amended,
equally divided among and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Ways and Means, Rep-
resentative Stark of California or his des-
ignee, and Representative Rohrabacher of
California or his designee; and (2) one motion
to recommit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very dear
friend from South Boston, Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) with whom I spend
many long evenings upstairs in the
Committee on Rules, including last
night, to get this measure down here,
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, as is cus-
tomary for consideration of trade legis-
lation, H.Res. 510 is a closed rule pro-
viding for consideration of H.R. 4444, a
bill to authorize extension of normal
trade relations to the People’s Repub-
lic of China. The rule provides 3 hours
of debate in the House equally divided
among the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, the gentleman from
California (Mr. STARK) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) or their designees.

The rule provides that in lieu of the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port accompanying the rule shall be
considered as adopted. Finally, the rule
provides one motion to recommit, with
or without instructions.
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Mr. Speaker, today’s vote on trade

with China is probably the most impor-
tant vote that we will face in this ses-
sion of Congress. Make no mistake
about it. This vote is a win-win-win for
America’s workers, America’s first-
class businesses, and the very impor-
tant goal of promoting American val-
ues. This will be a win for American
workers because China will finally be
required to play by the rules when they
trade with America. They are opening
their markets to American exporters
which means good jobs across the
United States. This is also a major win
for world-class American businesses.
We are home to the world’s best high-
tech companies, entertainers, farmers,
and financial institutions.

b 1030
These industries are at the heart of

my home State of California’s vibrant
growing economy. They dominate glob-
al markets, and they will do the same
in China if we let them.

However, as good a trade deal as this
is, it does not get any more one sided
in our favor than this. We do not face
a choice between American pocket-
books and American values.

The fact is, trade with China is good
for the Chinese people. It is good for
human rights. It is good for democratic
reform. It is good for national security,
and it is good for American values.
Yes, high-tech industries strongly sup-
port this bill. Yes, farmers across
America strongly support this bill.

Yes, this bill is key to spreading the
Internet across China. That is all
great. But the real story is that lead-
ing human rights activists, democratic
reformers and religious leaders in
China support permanent normal trade
relations and China entering the World
Trade Organization.

Mr. Speaker, China is in the midst of
great and dynamic change; and free
market reform is the primary engine
pushing that change. In fact, market
reform is the single most powerful
force for positive change in the 5,000-
year history of Chinese civilization.

Mr. Speaker, if we care about the
Chinese people, we cannot ignore re-
ality that free market reforms have
lifted hundreds of millions of Chinese
people out of the depths of poverty.
They have led to greater personal free-
dom for nearly everyone in China.

Mr. Speaker, supporters of trade with
China, those of us who are supporters
are not fools. We know that there are
huge problems in China, and we do not
ignore those problems. China is a coun-
try of 1.3 billion people with, as I said,
5,000 years of history dominated by
both poverty and repression. Freedom
and prosperity will not come to China
overnight, or in a year or two. But if
we stand for trade, if we stand for
trade, we stand with Martin Lee, the
leading democracy activist in Hong
Kong, with Chen Shui-bian, the newly-
elected president of Taiwan, who, the
morning after he was elected, said one
of the top priorities is China’s acces-
sion to the World Trade Organization.

Billy Graham, who has not injected
himself into this debate, other than to
say that he believes that communica-
tion with China and openness is very
important for us. Colin Powell, who
just yesterday talked about the impor-
tance of this with Governor George W.
Bush; Alan Greenspan, the chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board; and, of
course, former Presidents George Bush,
Jimmy Carter, and Gerald Ford; as
well as Ren Wanding, who is leader of
China’s 1978 Democracy Wall Move-
ment in China; and a host of other Chi-
nese human rights activists. People
like Wei Jinhsheng, who for 7 years
was imprisoned following the
Tiananmen Square protests, people
like this have come forward and said
this is a very important thing to do.

So when we vote yes on permanent
normal trade relations today, Mr.
Speaker, we will be standing with win-
ners. We stand with the people that
will win in today’s debate. We stand
with the people that will win with this
very important, but most important,
Mr. Speaker, we stand with the win-
ning tide of history that is slowly lift-
ing the people of China from the depth
of poverty and repression into the com-
munity of nations based on freedom
and human dignity.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
league, my dear friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), the
chairman of the Committee on Rules
for yielding me the customary half
hour.

Mr. Speaker, every year Congress
votes to extend normal trade relations
with China. Today, the House will vote
on whether to make that status perma-
nent. Today, the House will decide
whether we should treat the Chinese
Government exactly the same way we
treat nearly every other government.

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that the
Chinese Government has yet earned
that privilege. Now, I am not saying we
should not trade with China. It is the
most populous country in the world;
and, as such, it is a potential gold mine
for American business. That is why I
vote for annual normal trade relations
for China.

But, Mr. Speaker, if we do not recon-
sider that status every year, we are
going to lose what little chance we
have of effecting any change in China.
Mr. Speaker, China needs to change.

According to Mary Robinson, the
chief of human rights of United Na-
tions, in the last 2 years, human rights
in China have gotten worse.

My friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER), the chairman, just
said that we are going to stand with
these people if we vote for China. Here
is some of the other people we are
going to stand with. This is the govern-
ment that killed its own people with
demonstrating in Tiananmen Square.

This is the government that jails
hundreds of people who believe in the
Falun Gong spiritual movements.

It is the same government that sells
missiles and nuclear technology to
North Korea and Iraq.

This is the same government that is
home to at least 1100 slaved labor
camps; and this is the same govern-
ment that devastates its environment
by building the Three Gorges Dam, ig-
nores workers’ rights and trades in en-
dangered species.

Mr. Speaker, if we grant the Chinese
Government permanent normal trade
relations, we will be giving away what
little chance we have to exert some in-
fluence on some of these horrible prac-
tices, particularly, the abuse of reli-
gious freedoms.

The United States Commission on In-
ternal Religious Freedom reported that
in China that Roman Catholic and
Protestant underground house church-
es suffered increased repression, the
crackdown included the arrests of
bishops, priests, and pastors, one of
whom was found dead on the street mo-
ments after he was arrested.

Mr. Speaker, since the United States
consumes one-third of China’s exports,
we have a great opportunity to change
the current practices in China, and we
should not squander that opportunity
for the sake of the almighty dollar.

I am not naive enough to think that
the United States should pass up all
trade with China, but I do think that
we should at least reconsider that deci-
sion each and every year. Each year
that Congress reconsiders the most fa-
vored nation trading status for China,
the debate resurfaces here in the halls
of the Congress, in the newspapers, on
television screens. Each year we have
the debate, attention again is focused
again on China; and heat is kept on.
And if we are to make that status per-
manent, the debate would end and
human and workers’ rights would be
completely off the radar screen.

If we do not reconsider China’s trade
status every year, we lock ourselves
into an inescapable trade agreement
that hurts workers, hurts the environ-
ment and does nothing to stop reli-
gious persecution, slave labor, or the
proliferation of nuclear weapons.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), the lead author
of the very important legislation which
is incorporated in this bill, which I be-
lieve will play a key role in bringing
about its victory today.

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this rule. I want to
commend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Chairman DREIER) and the Com-
mittee on Rules for this excellent rule.

While providing China with perma-
nent normal trade relations, PNTR, it
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is very clearly and overwhelmingly in
America’s short-term and long-term
national interests; and a convincing
case can be made for passing PNTR on
its merits alone. Legitimate specific
concerns in Congress about China and
Sino-American relations continue.
That is why the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and
this Member have offered a PNTR com-
patible parallel proposal in order to ad-
dress those concerns which, I empha-
size, this rule self-executes into H.R.
4444.

During the markup in the Committee
on Ways and Means of that legislation,
the important special 12-year import
anti-surge protections for the U.S. as
originally proposed in the Levin–Bereu-
ter package were incorporated into the
PNTR bill. This is an effective deter-
rent and defense against any huge im-
port surges from China that could
cause specific American business or ag-
ricultural sectors some damage. It is a
special 12-year anti-surge provision
that goes above and beyond that which
we have with any other of the 135 mem-
bers of the WTO.

With this rule, the PNTR legislation
is expanded to incorporate the remain-
der of the Levin-Bereuter proposal
which includes, first, the congressional
executive commission on the People’s
Republic of China. This commission is
based upon the OSCE or Helsinki Com-
mission model and would be comprised
of Members of this body, the other
body, and of the executive branch.

The commission would produce an
annual report to the President and
Congress evaluating human rights in
China with, should it deem appro-
priate, recommendations. Within 30
days of the receipt of that report, the
House Committee on International Re-
lations would be required to hold at
least one public hearing on the report,
and on the basis of that recommenda-
tion or recommendations in the report,
decide, in a specified time frame a
short period what legislation to report
to the House floor.

Secondly, we enhance the monitoring
enforcement of China’s WTO commit-
ments, and that is very important. The
U.S. Trade Representative is directed
to seek the annual review by the WTO
of China’s compliance with its commit-
ments to the WTO and is required to
report annually to the Congress on Chi-
na’s compliance record.

Additional staff and resources are au-
thorized for the Departments of Com-
merce, State, and Agriculture and the
USTR to monitor and support enforce-
ment of China’s trade commitments. A
trade law technical assistance center
would be established to assist busi-
nesses and workers in evaluating the
potential remedies to any trade viola-
tions by China.

Third, a task force is created in the
executive branch on prison labor ex-
ports. This would improve the enforce-
ment of our laws preventing the impor-
tation of prison labor products. It
would be authorized and the adminis-

tration will be directed to enter into
agreements.

Then, of course, we express the sense
of the Congress that Taiwan should
enter the same General Council meet-
ing of the WTO when China is provided
WTO membership as provided in an
earlier Dunn-Bereuter bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the rule and the underlying
bill, H.R. 4444.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL).

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
establishing permanent normal trade
relations with the People’s Republic of
China. China’s record on human rights,
religious persecution, forced abortions,
political freedom, and workers safety
is bad. It is getting worse.

A recent study by the Congressional
Research Service concluded that the
annual congressional debate on China
trade has, in fact, played a prominent
role in winning the release of some Chi-
nese political prisoners. And by grant-
ing China permanent normal trade re-
lations, we will lose that opportunity
to review China’s human rights record.

There are some benefits to the
United States in this trade agreement.
Some companies in our country, of
course, will make a few bucks, but if
we look at the agreements that we
have had with the Chinese Govern-
ment, they have not fully kept the
promises that they have made to us so
many times before.

There is no reason to believe that it
will honor the terms of this agreement.
I have always been a student of Asia,
at least I have tried to be. I lived in
Asia for a few years, and the one thing
that I know about Asians is that they
respect courage. They respect patience.
They respect politeness, but they real-
ly respect toughness. I think China
looks at us on issues like this and
laughs, and says Americans are weak.
They give in too quickly on their prin-
ciples.

This legislation is a dog, and it
smells. It deserves to go down. Vote
‘‘no’’ on the rule. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the bill.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Fair-
fax, Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), my good
friend, one of the great champions of
globalization and trade.

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of this and for
the resolution. For America, this
agreement is a one-way street, our
markets are already open to the Chi-
nese; if there is going to be job loss, we
have seen it.

In terms of some of these low-wage
markets that have already been moved
in the Pacific Rim into China and to
these other areas, what this does for

the first time, and by adopting PNTR,
China’s markets are now going to be
more accessible to American compa-
nies, American products. 1.2 billion
Chinese, America only has 5 percent of
the world’s consumers. China is the
largest, second largest economy in the
world, 100 million Chinese today mak-
ing $40,000 a year U.S. annually. A mid-
dle class that is burgeoning and grow-
ing, and this is going to increase the
pressures for democratization inside of
China.

b 1045

China already joins the WTO regard-
less of what we do here today. That al-
ready happens. The question is: Are
American products, are American cor-
porations, are American workers, going
to get the WTO preference by our
granting PNTR and does America get
the benefits of the World Trade Organi-
zation tribunals for resolving trade
issues that we do not get if we just go
on to an annual basis?

Under PNTR, the answer is yes, we
get those benefits. With only annual
trade relations agreements the answer
is no.

Look, we all agree that China’s
human rights record is abysmal; it is
terrible. But does withholding PNTR
bring about any of those changes? No.
That is why Martin Lee, the great de-
mocracy leader in Hong Kong, the
Dalai Lama and others endorse PNTR.

The best way to change China and to
change their pitiful human rights
record and their abuses is through
trade, by opening up their borders, by
exporting our values and our goods to
China; to the opening of the Internet,
the opening of their media, opening up
to free commerce.

History teaches that revolutions
occur when things are getting better,
not when things are getting worse. It is
a historical law of relative deprivation.
Things are improving in China; and if
the rising expectation of those people
come forward, we will see this histor-
ical law move to a huge change in
China in their human rights and demo-
cratic abuses that they have today.

Economic forces that will be un-
leashed by free trade and commerce are
going to overwhelm the current forces
fighting to maintain socialism, to
main totalitarianism and repression in
China. Political freedom will follow the
economic freedom in the opening up of
the markets in this case. Let us be vi-
sionary and understand that the infor-
mation revolution that is taking this
planet, the globalization of the econ-
omy, these are very strong forces
which will be enhanced by adopting
this agreement today, and this will
change China forever in a way that
withholding our support can never get
to.

It changed Taiwan, which just a few
years ago was a dictatorship. It
changed Korea, which was a dictator-
ship. These forces are overwhelming
and we are unleashing these forces by
adopting this resolution today.
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I urge my colleagues to vote yes on

the rule and to vote yes on this resolu-
tion.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LEWIs), the chief deputy whip
of the Democratic Party.

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today in opposition to the rule
and permanent normal trade relations
for China. We must stand up for human
rights and democracy throughout the
world. Where is the freedom of speech?
Where is the freedom of assembly?
Where is the freedom to organize?
Where is the freedom to protest? Where
is the freedom to pray? It is not in
China. The people of China want to
practice their own religion. They want
to speak their mind. They want to live
in a free, open, and democratic society.
If we stand for civil rights and human
rights in America and other places
around the world, we must stand up for
human rights in China and speak for
those who are not able to speak for
themselves.

Today with our vote we have an op-
portunity to speak for the dignity of
man and the destiny of democracy. I
urge all of my colleagues to oppose the
rule and PNTR for China. It is not the
right thing to do. It is not the right
way to go. We are sending the wrong
message. Let us stand up for human
rights today.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 3 minutes to my very
good friend, the gentleman from At-
lanta, Georgia (Mr. LINDER), the distin-
guished chairman of the Subcommittee
on Rules and Organization of the
House.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
DREIER) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I am the first one to
stipulate that China has problems with
its people and its government on
human rights on labor and the environ-
ment. But after approving normal
trade relations for 20 years, have we
changed that? Is this about that? This
is not a gift to the Chinese Govern-
ment. It may be a gift to America’s
workers. We already have the lowest
tariffs in the world, and all this will do
will take down the tariffs in China and
open a market of 1.3 billion people to
our workers to sell goods and services.

It may be a gift to the Chinese people
because they will have a much broader
range of consumer products at a much
lower price for them to buy, to enhance
their standard of living.

Why permanent? The American busi-
nessman and woman needs some degree
of predictability to make commit-
ments over the long haul, and going
back to the well once a year to ever-in-
creasing votes, but once a year to ham-
mer China on human rights to wonder
if they are going to have open markets
again does not give them the ability to
make long-range plans.

Let me just close by saying some-
thing that Chris Patten wrote. He was
the last governor of Hong Kong, the

British Empire. He wrote in the Econo-
mist, and he said if a spaceship had
come to the planet from Mars in the
16th century and landed in the teepee
settlements of North America to the
typhoid-ridden flats of London, to the
warring clans in Europe, and settled in
the 16th century Mandarin Dynasty, he
would have concluded without a sec-
ond’s thought that China would rule
the world for centuries. They had in-
vented gun powder, the printing press,
the compass. They had an armada at
sea. They had an efficient government,
an improved cultural base, the envy of
the world.

Then they withdrew behind the wall
and history told a different tale. We
are breaking down the great wall of
China with our travel and our access to
it. The last wall is tariffs to our prod-
ucts, the products that our workers
make. We must help them bring that
wall down. This bill will do it today,
and I urge a yes vote.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
as the first of many on this side of the
aisle that urge support of this rule to
govern debate on extending permanent
normal trade relations to China. We
live in a rapidly changing and ever-
shrinking world. Globalization has
taken hold, whether we like it or not.
Our challenge is to recognize the
changes and to do our best to remain
competitive and successful while we
still retain our values, and today we
can do both.

This week China moved closer to fi-
nalizing entry into the World Trade Or-
ganization, a rules-based organization
that gives the international commu-
nity tremendous leverage to ensure
that China complies with its trade
agreements and moves to a more open
and free society. China’s recent trade
pact with the European community
raises the stakes for PNTR here in the
United States. Our working families
and companies deserve a level playing
field in competing for business in
China.

Mr. Speaker, permanent normal
trade relations with China is good for
our businesses and even better for our
working families. Moreover, many Chi-
nese dissidents, including the Dalai
Lama, have continually said that ex-
posing the Chinese people to our way of
life is the best way to encourage
change in that country. I urge my col-
leagues to strongly support this rule
and to even more strongly support per-
manent trade relations with China this
afternoon.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KUCINICH).

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, for the
record, the Dalai Lama has not come
out for this legislation.

This rule makes in order a commis-
sion to review human rights violations

in China. Why do we need a commis-
sion when we have a Congress? We can-
not expect corporations to stand up for
human rights. Congress must stand up
for human rights. This Congress has
the power in an annual review to up-
hold human rights and worker rights.

The commission could be called a fig
leaf to try to cover up human rights
and worker rights violations. Will we
choose a fig leaf or will we use the
power of our voting cards annually?
Why have a commission when we have
a Congress? It is upside down to insist
that no U.S. trade review of human
rights violations in China is better
than an annual review. This Congress
must insist that we stand up for Amer-
ica’s dearest and most cherished val-
ues, for freedom, for justice. That is
the American way; and if we are going
to make this world a better place, we
have to stand for it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in strong support
of PNTR for China and for this rule.
Without question, China has a horrible
record on a whole series of issues:
human rights, labor standards, reli-
gious freedom. That is not the question
before the House today. The question
before the House today is what path is
most likely to make it better? And
what we have seen, from Presidents
Nixon to Reagan to Bush to Clinton, is
an embracement of the policy of en-
gagement, of bringing them into our
world with our values to help improve
the system. Giving China a stake in a
different world order than the one they
subscribe to now will have the best
likelihood of moving them forward.

I want to make one critical point.
However we vote on this, I do not think
we should kid ourselves that this is
going to solve the problem with China
one way or the other. The problem of
improving China’s human rights
record, their labor standards, their re-
ligious freedom, is going to take a
whole lot of work for decades to come.
This one vote is not going to cut it
down or set it up. We have to keep
working on the problem.

As human rights leaders in China, as
Taiwan and a lot of people recognize,
we are not going to make any progress
whatsoever if we isolated China and
cut them off from the rest of the world.
Then they have nothing to lose by be-
having in a way that the rest of the
world does not like.

On the annual vote that we are giv-
ing up, we hear how great this annual
vote is. It is kind of interesting in lis-
tening to the debate I have heard peo-
ple say the annual vote has made no
difference whatsoever but we cannot
afford to lose it. That is sort of a con-
tradictory argument. The bottom line
is, whatever we do here in the U.S. has
a minimum amount of impact on mov-
ing China forward. But the question is,
what is going to move it forward or
backwards? We are not going to stop
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talking about China’s human rights
record just because we do not have an
annual vote. I mean, who is kidding
who on that? We are going to continue
to talk about it, on a whole series of
issues. But by not taking this vote, we
lose the opportunity to pull China into
the WTO, to pull them closer to the
rest of the world, so that we have some
hope of moving them forward.

This is not a guarantee. Anyone who
stands up and says voting for this is
somehow going to make democracy and
freedom appear in China is kidding us,
but it is going to move it in the right
direction, and we should take this vote.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BACA).

Mr. BACA. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this rule and against the
PNTR China agreement. I feel that this
is injustice and inequality to the envi-
ronment and human rights and most
importantly to the workers’ rights.
The issue is about principle, right and
wrong, the future of this country. It is
about the future of this country and
protecting American jobs in the global
economy. I do not oppose China’s cur-
rent trade status. I believe in annual
review of China’s smart policy.

Bishop Barnes from the San
Bernardino diocese came to me to ex-
press his concern over religious free-
dom and humanitarian rights to the
people, not only in this country but
throughout the world as well. Close to
4 million veterans and 52 percent of
Americans believe that this agreement
would hurt American workers and that
it is dangerous to American society.
Yet some feel that this is best for the
American people. This country’s judi-
cial system is based on what is called
reasonable doubt. No man is convicted
if there is reasonable doubt.

In this agreement, there is more than
reasonable doubt; and yet some want
to convict this country and its workers
and say yes to a country that has vio-
lated every rule.

I say ‘‘si se puede.’’ Say no to this
rule. Say no to the PNTR China agree-
ment

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule and in support of PNTR, a vote
that is good for New York and the
United States and an important step in
integrating China with the West. China
will enter the WTO regardless. This
vote opens China to U.S. exports. Our
market is already open. This is about
fairness. I believe that a vote for PNTR
is also a vote to improve labor rights,
human rights, and respect for the envi-
ronment in China. Many opponents of
PNTR have taken this floor to discuss
indefensible violations of basic human
rights that are now occurring in China.
Opponents of PNTR argue that we

should not give up the leverage of a
yearly NTR vote; but for 20 years we
have approved NTR, and these viola-
tions of human rights are still occur-
ring.

b 1100

By granting PNTR, we allow for
greatly increased interaction between
China and the West. As one example,
the ability to access the Internet over
U.S. manufactured equipment could
have a tremendous impact on the free
flow of ideas in China.

The fact is that China is unique. No
other country has gone to such lengths
to isolate itself for so many hundreds
of years.

PNTR presents a unique opportunity
for us to get behind China’s great wall
and engage the Chinese people. Over
time, PNTR will raise the standard of
living of the people in China and its
trading partners.

From a national security point of
view, a stable China and a forward-
looking U.S.-China relationship is in
the interest of the United States. Our
allies in the region, including Korea,
Japan, and Taiwan, favor China’s entry
into the WTO. The Dalai Lama himself,
who knows quite a bit about Chinese
oppression, favors China’s entrance
into the WTO and its integration into
the world community.

Change in China will take many
years. I will vote for PNTR because it
puts us on the right course morally and
economically.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, last Sunday in Copen-
hagen, Denmark, the Dalai Lama said
he supported China’s entry into the
World Trade Organization.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS),
a very hard-working Member from the
Committee on Rules, my friend from
the ‘‘Big D.’’

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California for giv-
ing me 1 minute to express my sincere
appreciation, not only to him for the
hard work he has done in this endeav-
or, but also for the good work that this
is going to mean.

Twenty years we have been working
with China, American businesses in
China. Now is the time to make it per-
manent. Now is the time to say to
American companies, please do, go in-
vest in China. I believe that we are
going to find that American and Chi-
nese workers working together, that
we are going to find products that flow
between America and China will be to
the advantage of free people.

That is what this is all about. This is
about the ability of people in China to,
not only have what they want, which is
freedom, but also American products to
enjoy. This will be a great day, not
only in Beijing, but a great day in
Washington.

I support the rule. I intend to vote
for PNTR. I encourage my colleagues
to do so also.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
Chair please inform the gentleman
from California (Chairman DREIER), my
dear friend, and myself how much time
is remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) each have 151⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take
this opportunity to tell my chairman
that the Dalai Lama did not come out
in favor of PNTR. He came out in favor
of the World Trade Organization.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point?

Mr. MOAKLEY. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I just say,
what I said, as I stood up, is that, in
Copenhagen, Denmark last Sunday
morning, the Dalai Lama said that he
supported China’s entry into the World
Trade Organization.

Mr. MOAKLEY. That is right, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. DREIER. That is what I said.
Mr. MOAKLEY. But it did not say

anything about the PNTR, Mr. Speak-
er.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I under-
stand that. But I think that the global
community recognizes that the U.S.
presence in the World Trade Organiza-
tion enabling access to China is very
important.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
Dalai Lama did not come out in favor
of PNTR.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I never
said he did.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, this
letter is from the International Com-
mittee on Tibet.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KLINK).

(Mr. KLINK asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KLINK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), the ranking member of the
Committee on Rules, for yielding me
this time.

It is a bit of deja vu as I walk into
this well and remember 1993 when the
subject was NAFTA, and the sides were
divided somewhat similarly. We kept
hearing all of the former Presidents are
in favor of this agreement, all of these
industries are in favor of such agree-
ment, this is going to do such wonder-
ful things for us.

The reality is that we went from a $3
billion trade surplus with Mexico after
the passage of NAFTA to a $17 billion
trade deficit. Open warfare developed
in Chiapas right after NAFTA passed.
There was an increase in political as-
sassinations in Mexico.

We find out in my home State of
Pennsylvania last month we lost 22,000
jobs to Mexico after the passage of
NAFTA. I would ask those that are in
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support of PNTR, what are they willing
to sacrifice on the altar of free trade.
22,000 Pennsylvania workers sacrificed
their jobs. They laid their sacrifice on
the altar of free trade. How much
worse will it be when one was asked to
make the same kind of sacrifice with a
country that is so much larger than
Mexico, and that is with China?

The reality is the Mexican workers
make 60 cents an hour. Many of the
Chinese workers make less than a
quarter an hour. In fact, many of them
work in state-owned industries that
were really little more than slaves.

What happened to the fact that our
forefathers said all men and women are
created equal? What happened to the
fact that the United States Congress is
supposed to, not only control com-
merce, but is supposed to stand up for
human rights and workers’ rights and
environmental conditions across this
whole world? We have forgotten that
now. We yield to corporate profits. We
yield to what the next month’s profits
are going to be for these corporations.

The reality here is that, if somebody
is making 25 cents an hour in a factory
in Chongqing, what are they going to
buy that we make in this country? Are
they going to buy our Boeing air-
planes? No. Are they going to buy our
automobiles our appliances? They are
not even going to buy our beepers or
our phones.

The reality is that Members should
vote against this rule and vote against
PNTR. It is the right thing to do. It is
the moral thing to do.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have created 20 mil-
lion jobs and have an unemployment
rate of less than 4 percent.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. OXLEY), chairman of the Sub-
committee on Finance and Hazardous
Material of the Committee on Com-
merce, a hard-working member of our
whip team on this issue.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and this legislation.

Let me relate a story, since I only
have a minute. I attended a trip to
China a few years ago. It was headed up
by our former colleague, Jack Fields.
One of the opportunities that we had
was to have a luncheon with an Amer-
ican company, in this case AT&T, that
was trying to penetrate the Chinese
market in telephones.

I was seated beside a young lady, Chi-
nese, in her late 20’s who was the num-
ber one assistant to the executive vice
president of AT&T. I asked her what
her job was, and she related a little bit
about her job. I said, What is your
background? She said, Congressman, I
am enjoying my lifelong dream. I said,
What is that? She said, I was educated
at Brown University in your country, I
returned to China to build a new China,
and I am working for an American
company.

That really tells us what we need to
know about this change that is taking
place in China. We have to have the
courage and we have to have the vi-
sion, and most of all, we have to have
the patience that these young people
can rise to leadership in China. We can
do it by passing PNTR.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day, the Committee on Rules rejected
the Berman-Weldon amendment. That
amendment would simply have pro-
vided that China loses its normal trade
relations if it invades or blockades Tai-
wan.

Now, China will look at this rule and
look at the RECORD of this House and
see a green light to blockade Taiwan.
It would keep its trade with the United
States at the same time.

Taiwan can be blockaded easily.
They merely need to hit one ship with
a missile and announce that the next
freighter will face a similar fate.

If my colleagues vote for this rule,
they are endorsing a record that tells
China blockade Taiwan and your
friends in America will keep trading
with you.

We have to defeat this rule regardless
of what happens to the bill. Defeat the
rule, demand the Berman-Weldon
amendment, demand a chance to vote
to say that we will send a clear mes-
sage to China that, if it blockades or
invades Taiwan, it loses its trade privi-
leges.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is important to note
that Chen Shui-bian the new President
of Taiwan strongly supports the entry
into the World Trade Organization
without any conditions whatsoever be-
cause they know it will benefit both
Taiwan, China, and the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
FRELINGHUYSEN), a hard-working mem-
ber of our whip team.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support of the rule and
extending permanent normal trade re-
lations with China.

First, extending permanent normal
trade relations with China is a win for
fairness, Mr. Speaker. This agreement
forces China to adhere to our rules-
based trading system. Without an
agreement, there are no rules, and we
have no say whatsoever in how China
conducts its business with the rest of
the world.

Secondly, it is a win for U.S. workers
and businesses. China is an incredibly
important emerging market with more
than a billion consumers. America’s
world-class businesses, large and small,
know that being shut out of China, es-
pecially as China opens its doors to the
rest of the world, is a very big mistake.

Thirdly, trade with China is a win for
American values inside China. Through
free and fair trade, America will not
only export many products and serv-

ices, but will deliver a good old-fash-
ioned dose of our democratic values
and free market values. These ideals
are already percolating in China. Inter-
estingly enough, today there are more
Chinese shareholders in private compa-
nies in China than there are members
of the communist party.

Fourthly, international trade, wheth-
er with China or any other nation,
means jobs to people in my State and
our continued prosperity. Out of New
Jersey’s 4.1 million member workforce,
almost 600,000 people Statewide, from
Main Street to Fortune 500 companies,
are employed because of exports-im-
ports or foreign direct investment.

Fifth, and finally, in the interest of
world peace, it is absolutely a mistake
to isolate China with the world’s larg-
est standing Army. America’s demo-
cratic allies in Asia support China’s
entry into the World Trade Organiza-
tion because they know that a con-
structive relationship with China
means a stable Asia that offers the best
chance for reducing the regional ten-
sions along the Taiwan Strait and for
avoiding a new arms race elsewhere in
Asia.

Mr. Speaker, PNTR in China is a win
for American workers, farmers, and
businesses of all sizes. It is a win for
spreading American values.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, China’s deplorable
record on human rights should not be
rewarded with permanent normal trade
status. Normal trade relations would
indicate that China is living by certain
standards or norms, a respect for
human dignity. However, the record on
human rights and religious freedom in
China is contrary to even the minimal
norms of human decency.

In China, many religious believers
are detained and imprisoned. Until
there is general progress on religious
freedom and until there is at least a
measure of respect for human dignity,
I cannot in good conscience support
permanent normal trade relations with
China.

If China wants normal trade rela-
tions, let them treat their people nor-
mally.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Newport Beach, California
(Mr. COX), my very good friend, chair-
man of the Republican Policy Com-
mittee, who has worked long and hard
on this issue and is a strong supporter
of both the rule and PNTR.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California, the chair-
man, for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this rule for consideration of our de-
bate on permanent normal trade rela-
tions with the People’s Republic of
China, because it makes in order legis-
lation to correct a serious flaw in the
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bill sent up here by the Clinton-Gore
administration to establish PNTR.

That bill did two things. It provided
for permanent normal trade relations,
but it also would have repealed our an-
nual debate on human rights here in
the Congress.

I am happy to say that our annual
role for Congress will now be preserved.
In addition to consideration of human
rights in the commission that will be
set up to evaluate China’s human
rights performance each year, there
will now be a mandatory procedure in
the Congress for consideration of these
as well on an annual basis.

The human rights on which we will
focus will be expanded from the origi-
nal Jackson-Vanik focused solely on
immigration to include religious free-
dom, the plight of political prisoners,
protections against arbitrary arrest,
and that heinous form of punishment
exile that has been reserved for such
democracy activists as Wei Jinhsheng.

We must not and we will not, as a re-
sult of this rule, throw out the human
rights baby with the trade sanctions
bath water.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. INSLEE).

(Mr. INSLEE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. INSLEE. Mr. Speaker, none of us
have rose-colored glasses when it
comes to China, but we have to ask
this question: What is the more power-
ful force for breaking the strangle cord
of the Chinese Government. Twenty
million Chinese armed with cell phones
and Internet access and independent
businesses or 435 members of the House
giving sometimes eloquent speeches
about China. Chinese freedom will ad-
vance when the Chinese have an inde-
pendent basis to break the strangle
cord of the Chinese Government, and
this agreement will advance that
cause.

Three days ago, aerospace machin-
ists, Local 751, representing 44,000 aero-
space workers in the Puget Sound area
endorse this treaty. They did this for
this reason, they recognize the real
contest here is this, who will have the
trade benefits of this agreements, the
workers in Toulouse, France or the
workers in Seattle, Washington.
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I am voting for the workers in Se-
attle, Washington, to make sure those
workers have the benefit of this agree-
ment; those workers get those trade
benefits. I am supporting those work-
ers in this rule.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Palm
Beach, Florida (Mr. FOLEY), a member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for his eloquence in the de-
bate.

I am quite shocked at the Democrats
not supporting their President today or
their Vice President in his trade pol-

icy. In the twilight of his administra-
tion, I would think the party would
rally behind the President and support
him.

As chairman of the House Entertain-
ment Industry Caucus, this is a good
bill for videos, for movies, and for
music sales. As co-chair of the Travel
and Tourism Caucus, we can expect
more travel in both directions because
of this bill.

And as a representative of Florida’s
vital citrus industry, we finally have
our enjoyable and nutritious product
making its way to China, and more will
be on its way thanks to this bill.

Relative to the comments of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania about Tai-
wan, if, in fact, China attacks Taiwan,
the President can put in a trade sanc-
tion against the Chinese. There is pro-
tection in law to prevent those types of
occurrences.

But, please, I admonish the people on
the other side of the aisle to support
their President in the final months of
his administration; support the Vice
President, as he tries to succeed Presi-
dent Clinton, and do what is right for
international policy, human rights for
the Chinese, more business for all in
China, and more business for United
States companies.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS).

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Let us be clear what this debate is
about. There is a reason why the larg-
est multinational corporations in this
country are spending tens of millions
of dollars to see this legislation passed,
and that reason is they like doing busi-
ness in China where they can pay peo-
ple 10 cents an hour, 15 cents an hour,
rather than paying the workers in this
country a living wage.

And there is another reason why the
environmental community is opposed
to this agreement, why the veterans
community is opposed to this agree-
ment, why religious organizations like
the National Conference of Catholic
Bishops are opposed to this agreement,
and that is this agreement is bad for
workers, it is bad for human rights, it
is bad for the environment, and it is
bad for national security.

I would hope that the Members of
this Congress have the courage to
stand up to the big money interests
who are flooding Congress with con-
tributions, with lobbying efforts, and
with advertising, and do the right
thing for the vast majority of the
American people. Vote against this
rule; vote against this agreement.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
inquire as to the time remaining on
both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has 81⁄2
minutes remaining, and the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER) has 101⁄2
minutes remaining.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EWING), another of our hard-
working advocacy workers here in the
House.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise today in strong support of
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion.

This monumental piece of trade leg-
islation will provide tremendous bene-
fits for Americans. By prying open the
closed door of Communist China, West-
ern ideals, freedoms, as well as trade,
will be let in.

Now, corn and soybeans are the heart
of the district I represent in Illinois,
and this legislation is very important
to our Nation’s struggling agricultural
economy. Opponents of PNTR say that
China gets everything it wants, uncon-
ditional, unlimited, permanent access
for Chinese-made goods into the U.S.
market. The reality is that China has
access to U.S. markets right now and
will continue to have that access re-
gardless of the outcome of this vote.
China will be admitted to the World
Trade Organization with or without
our approval. This vote comes down to
whether the U.S. will have improved
access to the Chinese market or will we
cede that to our European and Asian
competitors.

Opponents of this bill talk about
human rights. While it is true the Chi-
nese record on human rights is not
good, closing the door between the U.S.
and China will not advance the cause of
human rights.

There are currently 9 million Inter-
net users in China, and that figure dou-
bles every 6 months. The Chinese have
tried to censor their Internet. We
would not like that, but they have
failed in that attempt. The number one
item that people in China log on the
Internet for is news.

A vote for PNTR is a vote for devel-
opment of the Internet. This is right
for America. It is right to do now. Vote
‘‘yes.’’

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. ETHERIDGE).

(Mr. ETHERIDGE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise today to support
granting China permanent normal
trade relations.

The growing relationship between
the United States and China has helped
support my home State of North Caro-
lina’s economy and its leadership in
world trade. Even without PNTR, in
1998 alone, my State exported over $215
million worth of goods, everything
from stone and glass to electronics, to
this market. This measure will reduce
barriers to our exports and create more
opportunities to support our goals.

The rapidly growing Triangle area
saw their exports jump 86 percent in
just 5 years. Granting China PNTR will
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also open up their market to our high-
quality North Carolina agricultural
products, from tobacco, to pork, to
poultry. Our Nation’s economic future
depends upon our access to new and
growing markets and investing in our
people and our technology to compete
and winning in these global markets.
This is an essential component of that
policy.

While I support the opening of the re-
lationship with China, I, like many
others today, am concerned about the
human rights record. But I side with
Reverend Billy Graham, who said, ‘‘I
believe it is far better for us to
thoughtfully strengthen positive as-
pects of our relationship with China
than to threaten it as an adversary. It
is my experience nations can respond
with friendship just as much as people
do,’’ and I happen to agree with Rev-
erend Graham.

By exporting our American goods and
services and citizenship to the Chinese
market, we will also export American
values, information, freedom, democ-
racy and human rights.

Mr. Speaker, at the dawn of this next
century, America is enjoying unprece-
dented opportunity and we should
move forward.

But, Mr. Speaker, if our nation is to continue
to prosper, we must not slam the door on one
fourth of the world’s population. From the fac-
tory to the farm, PNTR is a good deal for
American businesses and farmers and a good
deal for the Chinese people. I urge Members
to vote in favor of H.R. 4444.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE), a hard-working member of
the Committee on Rules and Secretary
of the Republican Conference.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of granting permanent
normal trade relation status to China,
and I want to congratulate the Chair-
man of the Committee on Rules (Mr.
DREIER), and so many others, on their
very hard work on this issue.

We come here together on the eve of
a very historical vote that will define
our vision as a Congress and secure
America’s place in the world commu-
nity. The evidence of the importance of
granting PNTR is clear.

Just look at my home State of Ohio.
Ohio is the Nation’s fifth largest soy-
bean producer and sixth largest corn
producer. Under these terms, Chinese
tariffs on soybeans will be set at a new
low of 3 percent and 1 percent for
grains. This means increased exports
for Ohio. Increased exports means new
business, new jobs, and greater pros-
perity in Ohio.

If my colleagues question the impor-
tance of these economic benefits, then
they should keep this fact firmly in
mind: China will join the WTO with our
without our support. Therefore, the
question that really faces us is whether
we want to be a part of the process and
reap the significant economic benefits
or whether we want to find ourselves
on the outside looking in.

If anyone should remain unpersuaded
by irrefutable economic benefits for

America, then remember that our vote
also represents new hope for the people
of China. I firmly believe the best way
to foster change and social improve-
ment for China is for the United States
to remain engaged. Let us shine the
light of liberty across the ocean, over
the Great Wall, and into the heart of
China by expanding our trade relation-
ship.

Greater economic freedom is a pre-
cursor to political freedom. We must
decide whether we will extend our
hands to assist the pro-reform ele-
ments in Chinese society or turn our
backs and allow the misguided mili-
tant socialist forces to strengthen
their hold. We must take the battle of
freedom versus tyranny to the Chinese
people.

Change in China will not occur over-
night, but change will not occur at all
if we shut out China from the world
market and shut ourselves off from the
world as well. We cannot turn our
backs on the Chinese people, and we
cannot turn our backs on this oppor-
tunity for America. We must support
PNTR.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
find it interesting that my colleagues
on the Republican side are extolling us
Democrats to support our President,
yet for 71⁄2 years I would have thought,
to hear them, that he is the devil him-
self. For the last few months, however,
they are saying they agree with him.

I rise in opposition to permanent nor-
mal trade relations with the People’s
Republic of China. Over the last few
months, I have felt that the progress of
China on both the social and economic
front have evaporated compared to
when I was there and what I saw 2
years ago. I see a Chinese retrench-
ment, I see a clamping down more on
social and religious freedom, con-
tinuing threats on Taiwan, and again
not opening their markets as easily as
they should have, until now that we
have this big treaty. I think we need to
look at their record on religious and
social freedoms and their record on
Taiwan.

Each year I have supported granting
normal trade relations with China, and
even last year, even though Beijing
condoned the stoning of the U.S. em-
bassy. I think we should be concerned
when a superpower is willing to reach
that level to advance their foreign pol-
icy initiatives.

China is a great country. Cultural
wonders and discoveries by this great
nation have benefited mankind for
many years, and the people of China
should continue to express their indi-
vidual initiative. But we cannot over-
look the tool of moderation that Con-
gress has been able to use by looking at
this every year.

I want our business communities to
have every opportunity possible to sell

their products, but not our industries,
to China. However, this desire is not
strong enough to overlook the con-
tinuing problems China is experiencing
as it tries to transition to a free mar-
ket economy.

How will China employ the millions
of displaced workers moving from their
cities in search of jobs? Will they move
the production from our country to
theirs? William Jennings Bryan said
that ‘‘American principles are above
price; American values are not bought
and sold.’’ And what he was really say-
ing is that Americans should value our
basic freedoms of individual liberty, re-
ligious freedom, and freedom of speech.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a vote against
this resolution.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. TRAFICANT).

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, Ron-
ald Reagan opposed Communism with a
passion. Reagan once even said about
the old Soviet Union that they were an
evil empire, and the Communist world
was stunned. They were angered over
Reagan’s statement.

But Ronald Reagan never flinched,
and Ronald Reagan taught us all a les-
son we should not forget today. Look
at the history. After Reagan’s pressure,
the Soviet Union disintegrated and the
Berlin Wall collapsed. Communism be-
came an endangered species. The world
was safer until today.

Today, the Congress of the United
States breathes a second life into Com-
munism. I say if Congress joins the
White House in granting this Com-
munist nation, that has missiles point-
ed at us, a sweetheart trade deal worth
$80 billion a year, then Congress, in my
opinion, will do several things: they
will now stabilize Communism around
the world. We will now finance the re-
surgence of Communism. We, in fact,
reinvent Communism today. And, fi-
nally, I think we endanger America.

How soon we forget, my colleagues,
Soviet Union, the Berlin Wall, Viet-
nam, North Korea, Ronald Reagan’s
struggle keeping the pressure on, mak-
ing sure those Communists did not de-
stroy free enterprise, did not destroy
America.

I say a Congress that today will prop
up Communism is a Congress that
today endangers every worker, every
one of our kids, and every one of our
grandkids by giving a country $80 bil-
lion a year whose missiles are pointed
at every major American city, and Tai-
wan, who we have turned our backs on.
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I yield back Pearl Harbor. I yield
back Ronald Reagan. And I yield back
the second breath of life that Congress
is granting to the Communist bloc na-
tions.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from
Sanibel, Florida (Mr. GOSS), the very
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distinguished vice chairman of the
Committee on Rules, chairman of the
Subcommittee on Legislative and
Budget Process, and, most important
in this instance, the chairman of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), the
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
for the opportunity to speak and also
for his very extraordinary leadership in
bringing this matter finally to cul-
mination.

Mr. Speaker, I think that, as we go
through the debate today, we are going
to find out that there are many ways
to look at this debate, many ways to
look at the issue. We certainly have al-
ready heard some during the subject of
this very fair rule, very appropriate
rule for this particular legislation.

My perspective today is the con-
sequences of this debate on our na-
tional security. There will be con-
sequences. There is no question about
that. The status quo can no longer re-
main once this debate has been en-
gaged. And it has been engaged.

So what we have to look at, from my
perspective, is what is best for the se-
curity of the United States of America,
Americans at home and abroad, in
whatever their pursuit may be.

I cannot predict with any certainty,
and neither can anybody else, whether
China will be our allies or our oppo-
nents or our friends or our enemies as
we go into the future. But I can say
with very sincere conviction, from my
perspective as the chairman of the
House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence that supporting this legis-
lation is in the best national security
interest. I firmly believe that.

I make this assertion after reviewing
the materials, after discussing with
knowledgeable people, and after weigh-
ing the pros and cons literally on a yel-
low pad of a China opened up for U.S.
trade and influence versus a China iso-
lated as a denied area to the powers of
the free market and the beneficial in-
fluences of the United States.

I also believe that the true reformers
in China, and there are some, will have
their best opportunity for success in a
society that is more open to new ideas
and new products. I know there are
some who will be disagreeing with
that. I know there are some who have
said that CIA has taken a policy posi-
tion one way or another on this mat-
ter. That is simply not true. CIA does
not take policy positions. It is not a
policy agency. It is a capability agen-
cy, and it also does provide assess-
ments about threats to national secu-
rity.

As I said, the status quo is over. We
are now into the next century and a
new type of relationship with China. I
think that we need to understand there
are short-term consequences of getting

things wrong because things are so
tense in the Taiwan Straits and a mis-
calculation could hurt.

One of the best ways to avoid mis-
calculation is to have open dialogue
and open understanding. I think that is
yet another reason to move forward
with this legislation.

For any Members who feel that my
position would like further explanation
more than time allows now, I would be
happy to consult with them if they will
come and contact me on the floor of
the House during this debate. I will be
happy to share my yellow pad on how I
got to this conclusion.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) for the opportunity
to state my position.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining 31⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I believe
in the New Economy, but I believe in a
New Economy with Old Values. I be-
lieve in full commerce with China, but
I believe in commerce with a con-
science.

I rise in opposition to permanent nor-
mal trade relations with China. We
should vote ‘‘yes’’ on full trade with
China. But Congress should keep its
ability to check on our relations with a
police state. And as long as China re-
mains a police state, we must never
have relations with China which are
permanent, which are normal, or which
are insulated from moral concerns.

Until China has proven itself a full
member of the moral citizenship of the
world, we should play the moral role of
keeping a check upon them while hav-
ing full trade relations.

Under the 1979 bilateral agreement
with China, which they cannot get out
of, we get most of the benefits of WTO,
almost all of them. That is really not
in dispute. But if we break the link
with human rights, with forced labor,
with religious repression, with nuclear
proliferation, we will break faith with
200 years of American leadership in the
world; we will dim the beacon of free-
dom and diminish America in the eyes
of those who yearn for the simple right
to live without fear of a police raid in
the night.

This vote may be about stock values;
yes, but it is also about human values.
That is the role of the United States in
this debate.

We believe in the Internet. I have
worked on the Subcommittee on Tele-
communications, Trade and Consumer
Protection for 24 years. I believe in its
power. But in the United States, we
hold sacrosanct the ability of an Amer-
ican to put full encryption, full privacy
protection, on their information as
they are talking to other citizens in
our country. The police must get a
court order to gain access to that in-
formation.

In China, they are prohibiting
encryption; they are prohibiting pri-
vacy. The Internet is the best of wires
and it is the worst of wires simulta-

neously. Yes, it will give people the
power to communicate; but it is also
going to give the PLA, the police in
China, the ability to gain access to any
information they want about any indi-
vidual in their country.

We should condition any deal with
China on their keeping out their one
million semiautomatic assault weap-
ons that they were selling in the
United States for under a hundred
bucks apiece until 1994. This agreement
makes those weapons legal again.

We should condition this agreement
on the prohibition of them reselling
nuclear materials into Pakistan or any
other country in the world. They have
been historically the K–Mart of inter-
national nuclear commerce.

We should condition this deal year-
ly—full trade relations with us and ac-
cess to our American market—upon
their maintenance of human rights, re-
ligious dignity, the abolishment of
slave labor in their country.

Vote for Commerce with a con-
science. Vote ‘‘no’’ on this rule. Vote
‘‘no’’ on PNTR.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of the time.

Mr. Speaker, I had the privilege of
being elected to the Congress in No-
vember of 1980, the same day that Ron-
ald Reagan was elected President of
the United States; and Ronald Reagan
said, ‘‘Give people a taste of freedom,
and they will thirst for more.’’ That is
exactly what is happening today in the
People’s Republic of China.

My friend, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), just said
that, basically, the genie is out of the
bottle and the Internet is expanding.
There are 9 million Internet users in
China today, 70 million cellular tele-
phones. So the fact is the genie is out
of the bottle. And guess what? They are
getting that taste of freedom, and they
are thirsting for more.

Now, we have people who are here
making all kinds of arguments with a
load of acronyms: PNTR, PLA, MFN,
MTR, WTO. All of these acronyms are
being thrown out there. Somebody sup-
ports PNTR. Somebody does not sup-
port PNTR.

The fact of the matter is the Dalai
Lama stands for human rights. The
Dalai Lama’s statement in Copen-
hagen, Denmark, last Sunday was very
clear. The Dalai Lama, the great spir-
itual leader of Tibet, said that open-
ness and creating greater economic
freedom will, in fact, lead to democ-
racy, and he never supported anything
that would isolate China.

A ‘‘no’’ vote on this rule and on this
vote that we are going to have later
this afternoon would, in fact, isolate
China. It would really isolate the
United States of America, the great
global leader, the beacon of hope and
opportunity for the rest of the world. It
would isolate us from China, and it
would jeopardize our ability to get our
American values into China.

Look at other leaders. I am so proud
of what my friend, the gentleman from
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Florida (Mr. GOSS), just said here. He
spent time working on this issue.
There is no one who is more committed
to the security of the United States of
America than the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. GOSS). I believe that any
Member who has any question on the
issue of national security should, in
fact, talk with him.

My friend, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. MCINNIS), sitting in the sec-
ond row here, has anguished over this
issue. He has opposed it in the past but
has come to the conclusion that ex-
panding freedom this way is the way to
go. And the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) sitting two rows be-
hind him who has worked long and
hard in support of this and is vigor-
ously pursuing human rights with the
Bereuter-Levin proposal.

And when we look at others who
want to encourage openness, the Rev-
erend Billy Graham is not involving
himself in this debate, but he is a
strong supporter of openness. And
openness with China is, obviously,
going to be promoted through granting
permanent normal trade relations.

The former Presidents who stood
with President Clinton down at the
White House just a couple of weeks ago
in strong support of this, talking about
the national security aspect.

I know this issue of Taiwan is going
to be an important part of the debate
over the next several hours. The morn-
ing after the election, Chen Shui-bian,
the least desirable candidate in the
eyes of Beijing, who was elected presi-
dent on Taiwan, that great island with
24 million people, said that he believed
that China’s entry into the World
Trade Organization was very important
because he knows, and it is included in
the Bereuter-Levin resolution, we call
for simultaneity. But, frankly, Taiwan
will enter the World Trade Organiza-
tion shortly after China does.

This is the right thing to do, Mr.
Speaker. I believe that we need to
stand with the likes of Colin Powell
and those former Presidents and all
who are pursuing freedom.

So I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote on the rule
and an ‘‘aye’’ vote on permanent nor-
mal trade relations so that we can, in
fact, continue to be the world’s para-
mount leader.

Mr. STARK, Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position of the rule on H.R. 4444. I cospon-
sored two amendments to this bill to clarify
some of the many concerns I have with grant-
ing China permanent normal trade relations
status. Unfortunately the rule blocked these
amendments in the continued interest of those
Members under the influence of big business
campaign cash, big business, and the admin-
istration that have been pushing for passage
of this legislation.

The first amendment addressed Taiwan’s
accession to the World Trade Organization.
The amendment would have guaranteed Tai-
wan’s accession by conditioning permanent
normal trade relations [PNTR] status to China
on Taiwan’s entrance to the WTO. Once
China enters the WTO it will actively spear-
head efforts to block Taiwan’s entry into the

WTO. Proponents of permanent NTR claim
that this is nothing more than a scare tactic on
the part of PNTR opponents. However this
claim is well founded in the truth and the
Pelosi-Stark amendment is quite necessary.

The administration assured me that China
has already verbally agreed to allow Taiwan to
enter the WTO without resistance from China
after China accedes to the Organization. If
China has made a verbal agreement, then
there should be no problem with legislating
such a proposal. However, on May 16, 2000,
the very same day I offered a similar amend-
ment to the Ways and Means Committee
markup bill, China proved that it will, in fact,
try to block Taiwan’s entry into the WTO. The
PRC led the charge against Taiwan’s fourth
bid for observer status in the World Health Or-
ganization [WHO]. If China is willing to go to
great lengths to block Taiwan from the World
Health Organization, it is certain to lead a full
campaign against Taiwan’s application for
WTO membership.

China has demonstrated time and again that
it is not to be trusted. China has broken every
bilateral agreement it has with the United
States. If we can’t trust China with a signed
agreement then this Congress is completely
foolish to trust them with a verbal agreement.
China has no intention of allowing Taiwan to
enter the WTO without a fight. The Pelosi-
Stark amendment to condition PNTR on Tai-
wan’s WTO accession ensures a smooth ac-
cession for that democratic nation.

I also cosponsored an amendment with
Representatives PELOSI and MARKEY that con-
ditions extension of permanent NTR on an ad-
ditional agreement between the United States
and China on President Clinton’s 1994 embar-
go on arms and ammunition imports.

In 1994, as a condition of granting China
annual MFN status, President Clinton issued
an order than bans the imports of assault
weapons from China. Under World Trade Or-
ganization [WTO] rules, the United States is
required to treat foreign and domestic goods
identically. Although the United States bans
these imports from China, it continues to man-
ufacture and sell assault weapons. Clearly, by
banning China from selling to the United
States market, but allowing domestic manufac-
turers to continue with business as usual, the
United States does not treat foreign and do-
mestic goods identically.

This means that once China accedes to the
WTO, they will have every right as a member
to dispute the United States ban. And since
the order does violate WTO rules, the WTO
will most likely find the United States in viola-
tion treating China’s assault weapons dif-
ferently from those in the United States. This
would mean that the United States would have
to lift the import ban on China, or ban the sale
and manufacture of its own assault weapons
as well as the imports from other countries.

China accounted for 42 percent of all rifles
imported into the United States civilian market
between 1987 and 1994, the year in which
President Clinton finally blocked the flood of
assault weapons from the China. The PRC’s
weapons dumping was so great that it in-
creased the overall import of guns into the
United States. Chinese rifles and handguns
accounted for 15 percent of all firearms im-
ported for the civilian market in six of the eight
years between 1987 and 1994. The import of
Chinese guns was effectively stopped in 1994
when President Clinton imposed a ban as a

condition of renewing China’s most favored
nation status.

Proponents of PNTR will claim that the
United States ban will be upheld if challenged
by China under the WTO dispute settlement
process. The claim is that the United States
can hide behind the clause that allows for pro-
tection of security interests. However, this
clause is narrowly defined providing an excep-
tion only as a means for self-defense. No
WTO dispute settlement body is going to be-
lieve that the United States needs to keep
Chinese assault weapons off its streets for na-
tional security reasons.

If we grant China permanent most favored
nation trade status, China, not the Members of
the 106th Congress, will dictate United States
gun import policy.

The issues I have presented today are just
two, of a much greater list, of the problems I
have with granting China permanent NTR sta-
tus. But they clearly highlight two problems
with the current negotiated bilateral trade
agreement between the United States and
China. In addition, these amendments would
serve to demonstrate that granting China
PNTR is not a win-win situation for the United
States. Many people will suffer if we grant per-
manent normal trade relations to China with-
out receiving some significant concessions
from China first. These amendments are two
concessions China must make before Con-
gress votes to relinquish the only leverage it
has with China.

I urge Members to vote against this rule and
send a message to the Rules Committee that
these concerns must be addressed by the
House before we sell our country to China
lock, stock, and barrel.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LATOURETTE). The question is on the
resolution.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 294, nays
136, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 225]

YEAS—294

Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra

Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd

Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
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Chenoweth-Hage
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton

Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter

Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—136

Abercrombie
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)

Brown (OH)
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt

DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doyle
Engel
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Goode
Green (TX)

Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Luther
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)

McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Rahall
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush

Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Schakowsky
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Strickland
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—5

Lazio
Pease

Scarborough
Stupak

Weiner

b 1205

Mr. WYNN changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

APPOINTMENT AS MEMBERS TO
BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF OF-
FICE OF COMPLIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LATOURETTE). Without objection, and
pursuant to Section 301 of Public Law
104–1, the Chair announces on behalf of
the Speaker and minority leader of the
House of Representatives and the ma-
jority and minority leaders of the
United States Senate their joint ap-
pointment of the following individuals
to a 5-year term to the Board of Direc-
tors of the Office of Compliance to fill
the existing vacancies thereon:

Ms. Barbara L. Camens, Washington,
D.C.

Ms. Roberta L. Holzwarth, Rockford,
Illinois.

There was no objection.
f

AUTHORIZING EXTENSION OF NON-
DISCRIMINATORY TREATMENT
(NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
TREATMENT) TO PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 510, I call up the
bill (H.R. 4444) to authorize extension
of nondiscriminatory treatment (nor-
mal trade relations treatment) to the
People’s Republic of China, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 510, the bill is considered read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 4444 is as follows:
H.R. 4444

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF

TITLE IV OF THE TRADE ACT OF 1974
TO THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX-
TENSION OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C.
2431 et seq.), the President may—

(1) determine that such title should no
longer apply to the People’s Republic of
China; and

(2) after making a determination under
paragraph (1) with respect to the People’s
Republic of China, proclaim the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal trade
relations treatment) to the products of that
country.

(b) ACCESSION OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA TO THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—
Prior to making the determination provided
for in subsection (a)(1) and pursuant to the
provisions of section 122 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3532), the
President shall transmit a report to Con-
gress certifying that the terms and condi-
tions for the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the World Trade Organization
are at least equivalent to those agreed be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China on November 15, 1999.
SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF NONDISCRIMINATORY
TREATMENT.—The extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment pursuant to section 1(a)(1)
shall be effective no earlier than the effec-
tive date of the accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY OF TITLE
IV.—On and after the effective date under
subsection (a) of the extension of non-
discriminatory treatment to the products of
the People’s Republic of China, title IV of
the Trade Act of 1974 shall cease to apply to
that country.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in House Report
106–636 is adopted in lieu of the amend-
ment printed in the bill.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute printed in House
Report 106–626 is as follows:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
DIVISION A—NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
FOR THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA

TITLE I—NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
SEC. 101. TERMINATION OF APPLICATION OF

CHAPTER 1 OF TITLE IV OF THE
TRADE ACT OF 1974 TO THE PEO-
PLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

(a) PRESIDENTIAL DETERMINATIONS AND EX-
TENSION OF NONDISCRIMINATORY TREAT-
MENT.—Notwithstanding any provision of
chapter 1 of title IV of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.), as designated by sec-
tion 103(a)(2) of this Act, the President
may—

(1) determine that such chapter should no
longer apply to the People’s Republic of
China; and

(2) after making a determination under
paragraph (1) with respect to the People’s
Republic of China, proclaim the extension of
nondiscriminatory treatment (normal trade
relations treatment) to the products of that
country.

(b) ACCESSION OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA TO THE WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—
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Prior to making the determination provided
for in subsection (a)(1) and pursuant to the
provisions of section 122 of the Uruguay
Round Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3532), the
President shall transmit a report to Con-
gress certifying that the terms and condi-
tions for the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the World Trade Organization
are at least equivalent to those agreed be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China on November 15, 1999.
SEC. 102. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE OF NONDISCRIMINATORY
TREATMENT.—The extension of nondiscrim-
inatory treatment pursuant to section 101(a)
shall be effective no earlier than the effec-
tive date of the accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion.

(b) TERMINATION OF APPLICABILITY OF TITLE
IV.—On and after the effective date under
subsection (a) of the extension of non-
discriminatory treatment to the products of
the People’s Republic of China, chapter 1 of
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 (as des-
ignated by section 103(a)(2) of this Act) shall
cease to apply to that country.
SEC. 103. RELIEF FROM MARKET DISRUPTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title IV of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2431 et seq.) is amended—

(1) in the title heading, by striking ‘‘CUR-
RENTLY’’;

(2) by inserting before section 401 the fol-
lowing:

‘‘CHAPTER 1—TRADE RELATIONS WITH
CERTAIN COUNTRIES’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
chapter:
‘‘CHAPTER 2—RELIEF FROM MARKET DIS-

RUPTION TO INDUSTRIES AND DIVER-
SION OF TRADE TO THE UNITED STATES
MARKET

‘‘SEC. 421. ACTION TO ADDRESS MARKET DISRUP-
TION.

‘‘(a) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.—If a product of
the People’s Republic of China is being im-
ported into the United States in such in-
creased quantities or under such conditions
as to cause or threaten to cause market dis-
ruption to the domestic producers of a like
or directly competitive product, the Presi-
dent shall, in accordance with the provisions
of this section, proclaim increased duties or
other import restrictions with respect to
such product, to the extent and for such pe-
riod as the President considers necessary to
prevent or remedy the market disruption.

‘‘(b) INITIATION OF AN INVESTIGATION.—(1)
Upon the filing of a petition by an entity de-
scribed in section 202(a) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252(a)), upon the request of
the President or the United States Trade
Representative (in this subtitle referred to
as the ‘Trade Representative’), upon resolu-
tion of either the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, or
the Committee on Finance of the Senate (in
this subtitle referred to as the ‘Committees’)
or on its own motion, the United States
International Trade Commission (in this sub-
title referred to as the ‘Commission’) shall
promptly make an investigation to deter-
mine whether products of the People’s Re-
public of China are being imported into the
United States in such increased quantities or
under such conditions as to cause or threat-
en to cause market disruption to the domes-
tic producers of like or directly competitive
products.

‘‘(2) The limitations on investigations set
forth in section 202(h)(1) of the Trade Act of
1974 (19 U.S.C. 2252(h)(1)) shall apply to inves-
tigations conducted under this section.

‘‘(3) The provisions of subsections (a)(8)
and (i) of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2252(a)(8) and (i)), relating to treat-

ment of confidential business information,
shall apply to investigations conducted
under this section.

‘‘(4) Whenever a petition is filed, or a re-
quest or resolution is received, under this
subsection, the Commission shall transmit a
copy thereof to the President, the Trade
Representative, the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives, and
the Committee of Finance of the Senate, ex-
cept that in the case of confidential business
information, the copy may include only non-
confidential summaries of such information.

‘‘(5) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold public hearings at which the Com-
mission shall afford interested parties an op-
portunity to be present, to present evidence,
to respond to the presentations of other par-
ties, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(c) MARKET DISRUPTION.—(1) For purposes
of this section, market disruption exists
whenever imports of an article like or di-
rectly competitive with an article produced
by a domestic industry are increasing rap-
idly, either absolutely or relatively, so as to
be a significant cause of material injury, or
threat of material injury, to the domestic in-
dustry.

‘‘(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the
term ‘significant cause’ refers to a cause
which contributes significantly to the mate-
rial injury of the domestic industry, but
need not be equal to or greater than any
other cause.

‘‘(d) FACTORS IN DETERMINATION.—In deter-
mining whether market disruption exists,
the Commission shall consider objective fac-
tors, including—

‘‘(1) the volume of imports of the product
which is the subject of the investigation;

‘‘(2) the effect of imports of such product
on prices in the United States for like or di-
rectly competitive articles; and

‘‘(3) the effect of imports of such product
on the domestic industry producing like or
directly competitive articles.

The presence or absence of any factor under
paragraph (1), (2), or (3) is not necessarily
dispositive of whether market disruption ex-
ists.

‘‘(e) TIME FOR COMMISSION DETERMINA-
TIONS.—The Commission shall make and
transmit to the President and the Trade
Representative its determination under sub-
section (b)(1) at the earliest practicable
time, but in no case later than 60 days (or 90
days in the case of a petition requesting re-
lief under subsection (i)) after the date on
which the petition is filed, the request or
resolution is received, or the motion is
adopted, under subsection (b). If the Com-
missioners voting are equally divided with
respect to its determination, then the deter-
mination agreed upon by either group of
Commissioners may be considered by the
President and the Trade Representative as
the determination of the Commission.

‘‘(f) RECOMMENDATIONS OF COMMISSION ON
PROPOSED REMEDIES.—If the Commission
makes an affirmative determination under
subsection (b), or a determination which the
President or the Trade Representative may
consider as affirmative under subsection (e),
the Commission shall propose the amount of
increase in, or imposition of, any duty or
other import restrictions necessary to pre-
vent or remedy the market disruption. Only
those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determination
under subsection (b) are eligible to vote on
the proposed action to prevent or remedy
market disruption. Members of the Commis-
sion who did not agree to the affirmative de-
termination may submit, in the report re-

quired under subsection (g), separate views
regarding what action, if any, should be
taken to prevent or remedy market disrup-
tion.

‘‘(g) REPORT BY COMMISSION.—(1) Not later
than 20 days after a determination under
subsection (b) is made, the Commission shall
submit a report to the President and the
Trade Representative.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall include in the
report required under paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(A) The determination made under sub-
section (b) and an explanation of the basis
for the determination.

‘‘(B) If the determination under subsection
(b) is affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under subsection (e), the rec-
ommendations of the Commission on pro-
posed remedies under subsection (f) and an
explanation of the basis for each rec-
ommendation.

‘‘(C) Any dissenting or separate views by
members of the Commission regarding the
determination and any recommendation re-
ferred to in subparagraphs (A) and (B).

‘‘(D) A description of—
‘‘(i) the short- and long-term effects that

implementation of the action recommended
under subsection (f) is likely to have on the
petitioning domestic industry, on other do-
mestic industries, and on consumers; and

‘‘(ii) the short- and long-term effects of not
taking the recommended action on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, its workers, and
the communities where production facilities
of such industry are located, and on other
domestic industries.

‘‘(3) The Commission, after submitting a
report to the President under paragraph (1),
shall promptly make it available to the pub-
lic (but shall not include confidential busi-
ness information) and cause a summary
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

‘‘(h) OPPORTUNITY TO PRESENT VIEWS AND
EVIDENCE ON PROPOSED MEASURE AND REC-
OMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT.—(1) Within
20 days after receipt of the Commission’s re-
port under subsection (g) (or 15 days in the
case of an affirmative preliminary deter-
mination under subsection (i)(1)(B)), the
Trade Representative shall publish in the
Federal Register notice of any measure pro-
posed by the Trade Representative to be
taken pursuant to subsection (a) and of the
opportunity, including a public hearing, if
requested, for importers, exporters, and
other interested parties to submit their
views and evidence on the appropriateness of
the proposed measure and whether it would
be in the public interest.

‘‘(2) Within 55 days after receipt of the re-
port under subsection (g) (or 35 days in the
case of an affirmative preliminary deter-
mination under subsection (i)(1)(B)), the
Trade Representative, taking into account
the views and evidence received under para-
graph (1) on the measure proposed by the
Trade Representative, shall make a rec-
ommendation to the President concerning
what action, if any, to take to prevent or
remedy the market disruption.

‘‘(i) CRITICAL CIRCUMSTANCES.—(1) When a
petition filed under subsection (b) alleges
that critical circumstances exist and re-
quests that provisional relief be provided
under this subsection with respect to the
product identified in the petition, the Com-
mission shall, not later than 45 days after
the petition containing the request is filed—

‘‘(A) determine whether delay in taking ac-
tion under this section would cause damage
to the relevant domestic industry which
would be difficult to repair; and

‘‘(B) if the determination under subpara-
graph (A) is affirmative, make a preliminary
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determination of whether imports of the
product which is the subject of the investiga-
tion have caused or threatened to cause mar-
ket disruption.
If the Commissioners voting are equally di-
vided with respect to either of its determina-
tions, then the determination agreed upon
by either group of Commissioners may be
considered by the President and the Trade
Representative as the determination of the
Commission.

‘‘(2) On the date on which the Commission
completes its determinations under para-
graph (1), the Commission shall transmit a
report on the determinations to the Presi-
dent and the Trade Representative, including
the reasons for its determinations. If the de-
terminations under paragraph (1) are affirm-
ative, or may be considered by the President
or the Trade Representative as affirmative
under paragraph (1), the Commission shall
include in its report its recommendations on
proposed provisional measures to be taken to
prevent or remedy the market disruption.
Only those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determinations
under paragraph (1) are eligible to vote on
the proposed provisional measures to prevent
or remedy market disruption. Members of
the Commission who did not agree to the af-
firmative determinations may submit, in the
report, dissenting or separate views regard-
ing the determination and any recommenda-
tion of provisional measures referred to in
this paragraph.

‘‘(3) If the determinations under paragraph
(1) are affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under paragraph (1), the Trade
Representative shall, within 10 days after re-
ceipt of the Commission’s report, determine
the amount or extent of provisional relief
that is necessary to prevent or remedy the
market disruption and shall provide a rec-
ommendation to the President on what pro-
visional measures, if any, to take.

‘‘(4)(A) The President shall determine
whether to provide provisional relief and
proclaim such relief, if any, within 10 days
after receipt of the recommendation from
the Trade Representative.

‘‘(B) Such relief may take the form of—
‘‘(i) the imposition of or increase in any

duty;
‘‘(ii) any modification, or imposition of

any quantitative restriction on the importa-
tion of an article into the United States; or

‘‘(iii) any combination of actions under
clauses (i) and (ii).

‘‘(C) Any provisional action proclaimed by
the President pursuant to a determination of
critical circumstances shall remain in effect
not more than 200 days.

‘‘(D) Provisional relief shall cease to apply
upon the effective date of relief proclaimed
under subsection (a), upon a decision by the
President not to provide such relief, or upon
a negative determination by the Commission
under subsection (b).

‘‘(j) AGREEMENTS WITH THE PEOPLE’S RE-
PUBLIC OF CHINA.—(1) The Trade Representa-
tive is authorized to enter into agreements
for the People’s Republic of China to take
such action as necessary to prevent or rem-
edy market disruption, and should seek to
conclude such agreements before the expira-
tion of the 60-day consultation period pro-
vided for under the product-specific safe-
guard provision of the Protocol of Accession
of the People’s Republic of China to the
WTO, which shall commence not later than 5
days after the Trade Representative receives
an affirmative determination provided for in
subsection (e) or a determination which the
Trade Representative considers to be an af-
firmative determination pursuant to sub-
section (e).

‘‘(2) If no agreement is reached with the
People’s Republic of China pursuant to con-

sultations under paragraph (1), or if the
President determines than an agreement
reached pursuant to such consultations is
not preventing or remedying the market dis-
ruption at issue, the President shall provide
import relief in accordance with subsection
(a).

‘‘(k) STANDARD FOR PRESIDENTIAL AC-
TION.—(1) Within 15 days after receipt of a
recommendation from the Trade Representa-
tive under subsection (h) on the appropriate
action, if any, to take to prevent or remedy
the market disruption, the President shall
provide import relief for such industry pur-
suant to subsection (a), unless the President
determines that provision of such relief is
not in the national economic interest of the
United States or, in extraordinary cases,
that the taking of action pursuant to sub-
section (a) would cause serious harm to the
national security of the United States.

‘‘(2) The President may determine under
paragraph (1) that providing import relief is
not in the national economic interest of the
United States only if the President finds
that the taking of such action would have an
adverse impact on the United States econ-
omy clearly greater than the benefits of such
action.

‘‘(l) PUBLICATION OF DECISION AND RE-
PORTS.—(1) The President’s decision, includ-
ing the reasons therefor and the scope and
duration of any action taken, shall be pub-
lished in the Federal Register.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall promptly make
public any report transmitted under this sec-
tion, but shall not make public any informa-
tion which the Commission determines to be
confidential, and shall publish notice of such
report in the Federal Register.

‘‘(m) EFFECTIVE DATE OF RELIEF.—Import
relief under this section shall take effect not
later than 15 days after the President’s de-
termination to provide such relief.

‘‘(n) MODIFICATIONS OF RELIEF.—(1) At any
time after the end of the 6-month period be-
ginning on the date on which relief under
subsection (m) first takes effect, the Presi-
dent may request that the Commission pro-
vide a report on the probable effect of the
modification, reduction, or termination of
the relief provided on the relevant industry.
The Commission shall transmit such report
to the President within 60 days of the re-
quest.

‘‘(2) The President may, after receiving a
report from the Commission under paragraph
(1), take such action to modify, reduce, or
terminate relief that the President deter-
mines is necessary to continue to prevent or
remedy the market disruption at issue.

‘‘(3) Upon the granting of relief under sub-
section (k), the Commission shall collect
such data as is necessary to allow it to re-
spond rapidly to a request by the President
under paragraph (1).

‘‘(o) EXTENSION OF ACTION.—(1) Upon re-
quest of the President, or upon petition on
behalf of the industry concerned filed with
the Commission not earlier than the date
which is 9 months, and not later than the
date which is 6 months, before the date any
relief provided under subsection (k) is to ter-
minate, the Commission shall investigate to
determine whether action under this section
continues to be necessary to prevent or rem-
edy market disruption.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold a public hearing at which the
Commission shall afford interested parties
and consumers an opportunity to be present,
to present evidence, and to respond to the
presentations of other parties and con-
sumers, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(3) The Commission shall transmit to the
President a report on its investigation and

determination under this subsection not
later than 60 days before the action under
subsection (m) is to terminate.

‘‘(4) The President, after receiving an af-
firmative determination from the Commis-
sion under paragraph (3), may extend the ef-
fective period of any action under this sec-
tion if the President determines that the ac-
tion continues to be necessary to prevent or
remedy the market disruption.
‘‘SEC. 422. ACTION IN RESPONSE TO TRADE DI-

VERSION.
‘‘(a) MONITORING BY CUSTOMS SERVICE.—In

any case in which a WTO member other than
the United States requests consultations
with the People’s Republic of China under
the product-specific safeguard provision of
the Protocol of Accession of the People’s Re-
public of China to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, the Trade Representative shall inform
the United States Customs Service, which
shall monitor imports into the United States
of those products of Chinese origin that are
the subject of the consultation request. Data
from such monitoring shall promptly be
made available to the Commission upon re-
quest by the Commission.

‘‘(b) INITIATION OF INVESTIGATION.—(1) Upon
the filing of a petition by an entity described
in section 202(a) of the Trade Act of 1974,
upon the request of the President or the
Trade Representative, upon resolution of ei-
ther of the Committees, or on its own mo-
tion, the Commission shall promptly make
an investigation to determine whether an ac-
tion described in subsection (c) has caused,
or threatens to cause, a significant diversion
of trade into the domestic market of the
United States.

‘‘(2) The Commission shall publish notice
of the commencement of any proceeding
under this subsection in the Federal Register
and shall, within a reasonable time there-
after, hold public hearings at which the Com-
mission shall afford interested parties an op-
portunity to be present, to present evidence,
to respond to the presentations of other par-
ties, and otherwise to be heard.

‘‘(3) The provisions of subsections (a)(8)
and (i) of section 202 of the Trade Act of 1974
(19 U.S.C. 2252(a)(8) and (i)), relating to treat-
ment of confidential business information,
shall apply to investigations conducted
under this section.

‘‘(c) ACTIONS DESCRIBED.—An action is de-
scribed in this subsection if it is an action—

‘‘(1) by the People’s Republic of China to
prevent or remedy market disruption in a
WTO member other than the United States;

‘‘(2) by a WTO member other than the
United States to withdraw concessions under
the WTO Agreement or otherwise to limit
imports to prevent or remedy market disrup-
tion;

‘‘(3) by a WTO member other than the
United States to apply a provisional safe-
guard within the meaning of the product-spe-
cific safeguard provision of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO; or

‘‘(4) any combination of actions described
in paragraphs (1) through (3).

‘‘(d) BASIS FOR DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFI-
CANT DIVERSION.—(1) In determining whether
significant diversion or the threat thereof
exists for purposes of this section, the Com-
mission shall take into account, to the ex-
tent such evidence is reasonably available—

‘‘(A) the monitoring conducted under sub-
section (a);

‘‘(B) the actual or imminent increase in
United States market share held by such im-
ports from the People’s Republic of China;

‘‘(C) the actual or imminent increase in
volume of such imports into the United
States;

‘‘(D) the nature and extent of the action
taken or proposed by the WTO member con-
cerned;
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‘‘(E) the extent of exports from the Peo-

ple’s Republic of China to that WTO member
and to the United States;

‘‘(F) the actual or imminent changes in ex-
ports to that WTO member due to the action
taken or proposed;

‘‘(G) the actual or imminent diversion of
exports from the People’s Republic of China
to countries other than the United States;

‘‘(H) cyclical or seasonal trends in import
volumes into the United States of the prod-
ucts at issue; and

‘‘(I) conditions of demand and supply in the
United States market for the products at
issue.

The presence or absence of any factor under
any of subparagraphs (A) through (I) is not
necessarily dispositive of whether a signifi-
cant diversion of trade or the threat thereof
exists.

‘‘(2) For purposes of making its determina-
tion, the Commission shall examine changes
in imports into the United States from the
People’s Republic of China since the time
that the WTO member commenced the inves-
tigation that led to a request for consulta-
tions described in subsection (a).

‘‘(3) If more than 1 action by a WTO mem-
ber or WTO members against a particular
product is identified in the petition, request,
or resolution under subsection (b) or during
the investigation, the Commission may cu-
mulatively assess the actual or likely effects
of such actions jointly in determining
whether a significant diversion of trade or
threat thereof exists.

‘‘(e) COMMISSION DETERMINATION; AGREE-
MENT AUTHORITY.—(1) The Commission shall
make and transmit to the President and the
Trade Representative its determination
under subsection (b) at the earliest prac-
ticable time, but in no case later than 45
days after the date on which the petition is
filed, the request or resolution is received, or
the motion is adopted, under subsection (b).
If the Commissioners voting are equally di-
vided with respect to its determination, then
the determination agreed upon by either
group of Commissioners may be considered
by the President and the Trade Representa-
tive as the determination of the Commission.

‘‘(2) The Trade Representative is author-
ized to enter into agreements with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China or the other WTO
members concerned to take such action as
necessary to prevent or remedy significant
trade diversion or threat thereof into the do-
mestic market of the United States, and
should seek to conclude such agreements be-
fore the expiration of the 60-day consultation
period provided for under the product-spe-
cific safeguard provision of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, which shall commence not later
than 5 days after the Trade Representative
receives an affirmative determination pro-
vided for in paragraph (1) or a determination
which the Trade Representative considers to
be an affirmative determination pursuant to
paragraph (1).

‘‘(3) REPORT BY COMMISSION.—
‘‘(A) Not later than 10 days after a deter-

mination under subsection (b), is made, the
Commission shall transmit a report to the
President and the Trade Representative.

‘‘(B) The Commission shall include in the
report required under subparagraph (A) the
following:

‘‘(i) The determination made under sub-
section (b) and an explanation of the basis
for the determination.

‘‘(ii) If the determination under subsection
(b) is affirmative, or may be considered by
the President or the Trade Representative as
affirmative under subsection (e)(1), the rec-
ommendations of the Commission on in-
creased tariffs or other import restrictions

to be imposed to prevent or remedy the trade
diversion or threat thereof, and explanations
of the bases for such recommendations. Only
those members of the Commission who
agreed to the affirmative determination
under subsection (b) are eligible to vote on
the proposed action to prevent or remedy the
trade diversion or threat thereof.

‘‘(iii) Any dissenting or separate views by
members of the Commission regarding the
determination and any recommendation re-
ferred to in clauses (i) and (ii).

‘‘(iv) A description of—
‘‘(I) the short- and long-term effects that

implementation of the action recommended
under clause (ii) is likely to have on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, on other domestic
industries, and on consumers; and

‘‘(II) the short- and long-term effects of not
taking the recommended action on the peti-
tioning domestic industry, its workers and
the communities where production facilities
of such industry are located, and on other
domestic industries.

‘‘(C) The Commission, after submitting a
report to the President under subparagraph
(A), shall promptly make it available to the
public (with the exception of confidential
business information) and cause a summary
thereof to be published in the Federal Reg-
ister.

‘‘(f) PUBLIC COMMENT.—If consultations fail
to lead to an agreement with the People’s
Republic of China or the WTO member con-
cerned within 60 days, the Trade Representa-
tive shall promptly publish notice in the
Federal Register of any proposed action to
prevent or remedy the trade diversion, and
provide an opportunity for interested per-
sons to present views and evidence on wheth-
er the proposed action is in the public inter-
est.

‘‘(g) RECOMMENDATION TO THE PRESIDENT.—
Within 20 days after the end of consultations
pursuant to subsection (e), the Trade Rep-
resentative shall make a recommendation to
the President on what action, if any, should
be taken to prevent or remedy the trade di-
version or threat thereof.

‘‘(h) PRESIDENTIAL ACTION.—Within 20 days
after receipt of the recommendation from
the Trade Representative, the President
shall determine what action to take to pre-
vent or remedy the trade diversion or threat
thereof.

‘‘(i) DURATION OF ACTION.—Action taken
under subsection (h) shall be terminated not
later than 30 days after expiration of the ac-
tion taken by the WTO member or members
involved against imports from the People’s
Republic of China.

‘‘(j) REVIEW OF CIRCUMSTANCES.—(1) The
Commission shall review the continued need
for action taken under subsection (h) if the
WTO member or members involved notify
the Committee on Safeguards of the WTO of
any modification in the action taken by
them against the People’s Republic of China
pursuant to consultation referred to in sub-
section (a). The Commission shall, not later
than 60 days after such notification, deter-
mine whether a significant diversion of trade
continues to exist and report its determina-
tion to the President. The President shall de-
termine, within 15 days after receiving the
Commission’s report, whether to modify,
withdraw, or keep in place the action taken
under subsection (h).
‘‘SEC. 423. REGULATIONS; TERMINATION OF PRO-

VISION.
‘‘(a) TO CARRY OUT RESTRICTIONS AND MON-

ITORING.—The President shall by regulation
provide for the efficient and fair administra-
tion of any restriction proclaimed pursuant
to the subtitle and to provide for effective
monitoring of imports under section 422(a).

‘‘(b) TO CARRY OUT AGREEMENTS.—To carry
out an agreement concluded pursuant to con-

sultations under section 421(j) or 422(e)(2),
the President is authorized to prescribe regu-
lations governing the entry or withdrawal
from warehouse of articles covered by such
agreement.

‘‘(c) TERMINATION DATE.—This subtitle and
any regulations issued under this subtitle
shall cease to be effective 12 years after the
date of entry into force of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The table on
contents of the Trade Act of 1974 is
amended—

(1) in the item relating to title IV, by
striking ‘‘CURRENTLY’’;

(2) by inserting before the item relating to
section 401 the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 1—TRADE RELATIONS WITH
CERTAIN COUNTRIES’’; and

(3) by adding after the item relating to sec-
tion 409 the following:

‘‘CHAPTER 2—RELIEF FROM MARKET DISRUP-
TION TO INDUSTRIES AND DIVERSION OF
TRADE TO THE UNITED STATES MARKET

‘‘Sec. 421. Action to address market disrup-
tion.

‘‘Sec. 422. Action in response to trade diver-
sion.

‘‘Sec. 423. Regulations; termination of provi-
sion.’’.

SEC. 104. AMENDMENT TO SECTION 123 OF THE
TRADE ACT OF 1974—COMPENSA-
TION AUTHORITY.

Section 123(a)(1) of the Trade Act of 1974 (19
U.S.C. 2133(a)(1)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘title III’’ the following; ‘‘, or under
chapter 2 of title IV of the Trade Act of
1974’’.

DIVISION B—UNITED STATES–CHINA
RELATIONS

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This division may be
cited as the ‘‘U.S.-China Relations Act of
2000’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this division is as follows:

TITLE II—GENERAL PROVISIONS
Sec. 201. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 202. Findings.
Sec. 203. Policy.
Sec. 204. Definitions.
TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE

COMMISSION ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA

Sec. 301. Establishment of Congressional-Ex-
ecutive Commission on the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

Sec. 302. Functions of the Commission.
Sec. 303. Membership of the Commission.
Sec. 304. Votes of the Commission.
Sec. 305. Expenditure of appropriations.
Sec. 306. Testimony of witnesses, production

of evidence; issuance of sub-
poenas; administration of
oaths.

Sec. 307. Appropriations for the Commission.
Sec. 308. Staff of the Commission.
Sec. 309. Printing and binding costs.
TITLE IV—MONITORING AND ENFORCE-

MENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA’S WTO COMMITMENTS
Subtitle A—Review of Membership of the

People’s Republic of China in the WTO
Sec. 401. Review within the WTO.

Subtitle B—Authorization To Promote
Compliance With Trade Agreements

Sec. 411. Findings.
Sec. 412. Purpose.
Sec. 413. Authorization of appropriations.
Subtitle C—Report on Compliance by the

People’s Republic of China With WTO Obli-
gations

Sec. 421. Report on compliance.
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TITLE V—TRADE AND RULE OF LAW

ISSUES IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

Subtitle A—Task Force on Prohibition of
Importation of Products of Forced or Pris-
on Labor From the People’s Republic of
China

Sec. 501. Establishment of Task Force.
Sec. 502. Functions of Task Force.
Sec. 503. Composition of Task Force.
Sec. 504. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 505. Reports to Congress.

Subtitle B—Assistance To Develop
Commercial and Labor Rule of Law

Sec. 511. Establishment of technical assist-
ance and rule of law programs.

Sec. 512. Administrative authorities.
Sec. 513. Prohibition relating to human

rights abuses.
Sec. 514. Authorization of appropriations.

TITLE VI—ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO
THE WTO

Sec. 601. Accession of Taiwan to the WTO.

TITLE VII—RELATED ISSUES

Sec. 701. Authorizations of appropriations
for broadcasting capital im-
provements and international
broadcasting operations.

SEC. 202. FINDINGS.
The Congress finds the following:
(1) In 1980, the United States opened trade

relations with the People’s Republic of China
by entering into a bilateral trade agreement,
which was approved by joint resolution en-
acted pursuant to section 405(c) of the Trade
Act of 1974.

(2) Since 1980, the President has consist-
ently extended nondiscriminatory treatment
to products of the People’s Republic of
China, pursuant to his authority under sec-
tion 404 of the Trade Act of 1974.

(3) Since 1980, the United States has en-
tered into several additional trade-related
agreements with the People’s Republic of
China, including a memorandum of under-
standing on market access in 1992, 2 agree-
ments on intellectual property rights protec-
tion in 1992 and 1995, and an agreement on
agricultural cooperation in 1999.

(4) Trade in goods between the People’s Re-
public of China and the United States to-
taled almost $95,000,000,000 in 1999, compared
with approximately $18,000,000,000 in 1989,
representing growth of approximately 428
percent over 10 years.

(5) The United States merchandise trade
deficit with the People’s Republic of China
has grown from approximately $6,000,000,000
in 1989 to over $68,000,000,000 in 1999, a growth
of over 1,000 percent.

(6) The People’s Republic of China cur-
rently restricts imports through relatively
high tariffs and nontariff barriers, including
import licensing, technology transfer, and
local content requirements.

(7) United States businesses attempting to
sell goods to markets in the People’s Repub-
lic of China have complained of uneven ap-
plication of tariffs, customs procedures, and
other laws, rules, and administrative meas-
ures affecting their ability to sell their prod-
ucts in the Chinese market.

(8) On November 15, 1999, the United States
and the People’s Republic of China concluded
a bilateral agreement concerning terms of
the People’s Republic of China’s eventual ac-
cession to the World Trade Organization.

(9) The commitments that the People’s Re-
public of China made in its November 15,
1999, agreement with the United States
promise to eliminate or greatly reduce the
principal barriers to trade with and invest-
ment in the People’s Republic of China, if
those commitments are effectively complied
with and enforced.

(10) The record of the People’s Republic of
China in implementing trade-related com-
mitments has been mixed. While the People’s
Republic of China has generally met the re-
quirements of the 1992 market access memo-
randum of understanding and the 1992 and
1995 agreements on intellectual property
rights protection, other measures remain in
place or have been put into place which tend
to diminish the benefit to United States
businesses, farmers, and workers from the
People’s Republic of China’s implementation
of those earlier commitments. Notably, ad-
ministration of tariff-rate quotas and other
trade-related laws remains opaque, new local
content requirements have proliferated, re-
strictions on importation of animal and
plant products are not always supported by
sound science, and licensing requirements
for importation and distribution of goods re-
main common. Finally, the Government of
the People’s Republic of China has failed to
cooperate with the United States Customs
Service in implementing a 1992 memorandum
of understanding prohibiting trade in prod-
ucts made by prison labor.

(11) The human rights record of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China is a matter of very
serious concern to the Congress. The Con-
gress notes that the Department of State’s
1999 Country Reports on Human Rights Prac-
tices for the People’s Republic of China finds
that ‘‘[t]he Government’s poor human rights
record deteriorated markedly throughout
the year, as the Government intensified ef-
forts to suppress dissent, particularly orga-
nized dissent.’’.

(12) The Congress deplores violations by
the Government of the People’s Republic of
China of human rights, religious freedoms,
and worker rights that are referred to in the
Department of State’s 1999 Country Reports
on Human Rights Practices for the People’s
Republic of China, including the banning of
the Falun Gong spiritual movement, denial
in many cases, particularly politically sen-
sitive ones, of effective representation by
counsel and public trials, extrajudicial
killings and torture, forced abortion and
sterilization, restriction of access to Tibet
and Xinjiang, perpetuation of ‘‘reeducation
through labor’’, denial of the right of work-
ers to organize labor unions or bargain col-
lectively with their employers, and failure to
implement a 1992 memorandum of under-
standing prohibiting trade in products made
by prison labor.
SEC. 203. POLICY.

It is the policy of the United States—
(1) to develop trade relations that broaden

the benefits of trade, and lead to a leveling
up, rather than a leveling down, of labor, en-
vironmental, commercial rule of law, market
access, anticorruption, and other standards
across national borders;

(2) to pursue effective enforcement of
trade-related and other international com-
mitments by foreign governments through
enforcement mechanisms of international
organizations and through the application of
United States law as appropriate;

(3) to encourage foreign governments to
conduct both commercial and noncommer-
cial affairs according to the rule of law de-
veloped through democratic processes;

(4) to encourage the Government of the
People’s Republic of China to afford its
workers internationally recognized worker
rights;

(5) to encourage the Government of the
People’s Republic of China to protect the
human rights of people within the territory
of the People’s Republic of China, and to
take steps toward protecting such rights, in-
cluding, but not limited to—

(A) ratifying the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights;

(B) protecting the right to liberty of move-
ment and freedom to choose a residence
within the People’s Republic of China and
the right to leave from and return to the
People’s Republic of China; and

(C) affording a criminal defendant—
(i) the right to be tried in his or her pres-

ence, and to defend himself or herself in per-
son or through legal assistance of his or her
own choosing;

(ii) the right to be informed, if he or she
does not have legal assistance, of the right
set forth in clause (i);

(iii) the right to have legal assistance as-
signed to him or her in any case in which the
interests of justice so require and without
payment by him or her in any such case if he
or she does not have sufficient means to pay
for it;

(iv) the right to a fair and public hearing
by a competent, independent, and impartial
tribunal established by the law;

(v) the right to be presumed innocent until
proved guilty according to law; and

(vi) the right to be tried without undue
delay; and

(6) to highlight in the United Nations
Human Rights Commission and in other ap-
propriate fora violations of human rights by
foreign governments and to seek the support
of other governments in urging improve-
ments in human rights practices.

SEC. 204. DEFINITIONS.

In this division:
(1) DISPUTE SETTLEMENT UNDERSTANDING.—

The term ‘‘Dispute Settlement Under-
standing’’ means the Understanding on Rules
and Procedures Governing the Settlement of
Disputes referred to in section 101(d)(16) of
the Uruguay Round Agreements Act (19
U.S.C. 3511(16)).

(2) GOVERNMENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC
OF CHINA.—The term ‘‘Government of the
People’s Republic of China’’ means the cen-
tral Government of the People’s Republic of
China and any other governmental entity,
including any provincial, prefectural, or
local entity and any enterprise that is con-
trolled by the central Government or any
such governmental entity or as to which the
central Government or any such govern-
mental entity is entitled to receive a major-
ity of the profits.

(3) INTERNATIONALLY RECOGNIZED WORKER
RIGHTS.—The term ‘‘internationally recog-
nized worker rights’’ has the meaning given
that term in section 507(4) of the Trade Act
of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2467(4)) and includes the
right to the elimination of the ‘‘worst forms
of child labor’’, as defined in section 507(6) of
the Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2467(6)).

(4) TRADE REPRESENTATIVE.—The term
‘‘Trade Representative’’ means the United
States Trade Representative.

(5) WTO; WORLD TRADE ORGANIZATION.—The
terms ‘‘WTO’’ and ‘‘World Trade Organiza-
tion’’ mean the organization established pur-
suant to the WTO Agreement.

(6) WTO AGREEMENT.—The term ‘‘WTO
Agreement’’ means the Agreement Estab-
lishing the World Trade Organization en-
tered into on April 15, 1994.

(7) WTO MEMBER.—The term ‘‘WTO mem-
ber’’ has the meaning given that term in sec-
tion 2(10) of the Uruguay Round Agreements
Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(10)).

TITLE III—CONGRESSIONAL-EXECUTIVE
COMMISSION ON THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA

SEC. 301. ESTABLISHMENT OF CONGRESSIONAL-
EXECUTIVE COMMISSION ON THE
PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA.

There is established a Congressional-Exec-
utive Commission on the People’s Republic
of China (in this title referred to as the
‘‘Commission’’).
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SEC. 302. FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) MONITORING COMPLIANCE WITH HUMAN
RIGHTS.—The Commission shall monitor the
acts of the People’s Republic of China which
reflect compliance with or violation of
human rights, in particular, those contained
in the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights and in the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, including, but not
limited to, effectively affording—

(1) the right to engage in free expression
without fear of any prior restraints;

(2) the right to peaceful assembly without
restrictions, in accordance with inter-
national law;

(3) religious freedom, including the right
to worship free of involvement of and inter-
ference by the government;

(4) the right to liberty of movement and
freedom to choose a residence within the
People’s Republic of China and the right to
leave from and return to the People’s Repub-
lic of China;

(5) the right of a criminal defendant—
(A) to be tried in his or her presence, and

to defend himself or herself in person or
through legal assistance of his or her own
choosing;

(B) to be informed, if he or she does not
have legal assistance, of the right set forth
in subparagraph (A);

(C) to have legal assistance assigned to
him or her in any case in which the interests
of justice so require and without payment by
him or her in any such case if he or she does
not have sufficient means to pay for it;

(D) to a fair and public hearing by a com-
petent, independent, and impartial tribunal
established by the law;

(E) to be presumed innocent until proved
guilty according to law; and

(F) to be tried without undue delay;
(6) the right to be free from torture and

other forms of cruel or unusual punishment;
(7) protection of internationally recognized

worker rights;
(8) freedom from incarceration as punish-

ment for political opposition to the govern-
ment;

(9) freedom from incarceration as punish-
ment for exercising or advocating human
rights (including those described in this sec-
tion);

(10) freedom from arbitrary arrest, deten-
tion, or exile;

(11) the right to fair and public hearings by
an independent tribunal for the determina-
tion of a citizen’s rights and obligations; and

(12) free choice of employment.
(b) VICTIMS LISTS.—The Commission shall

compile and maintain lists of persons be-
lieved to be imprisoned, detained, or placed
under house arrest, tortured, or otherwise
persecuted by the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China due to their pursuit
of the rights described in subsection (a). In
compiling such lists, the Commission shall
exercise appropriate discretion, including
concerns regarding the safety and security
of, and benefit to, the persons who may be
included on the lists and their families.

(c) MONITORING DEVELOPMENT OF RULE OF
LAW.—The Commission shall monitor the de-
velopment of the rule of law in the People’s
Republic of China, including, but not limited
to—

(1) progress toward the development of in-
stitutions of democratic governance;

(2) processes by which statutes, regula-
tions, rules, and other legal acts of the Gov-
ernment of the People’s Republic of China
are developed and become binding within the
People’s Republic of China;

(3) the extent to which statutes, regula-
tions, rules, administrative and judicial deci-
sions, and other legal acts of the Govern-
ment of the People’s Republic of China are

published and are made accessible to the
public;

(4) the extent to which administrative and
judicial decisions are supported by state-
ments of reasons that are based upon written
statutes, regulations, rules and other legal
acts of the Government of the People’s Re-
public of China;

(5) the extent to which individuals are
treated equally under the laws of the of the
People’s Republic of China without regard to
citizenship;

(6) the extent to which administrative and
judicial decisions are independent of polit-
ical pressure or governmental interference
and are reviewed by entities of appellate ju-
risdiction; and

(7) the extent to which laws in the People’s
Republic of China are written and adminis-
tered in ways that are consistent with inter-
national human rights standards, including
the requirements of the International Cov-
enant on Civil and Political Rights.

(d) BILATERAL COOPERATION.—The Commis-
sion shall monitor and encourage the devel-
opment of programs and activities of the
United States Government and private orga-
nizations with a view toward increasing the
interchange of people and ideas between the
United States and the People’s Republic of
China and expanding cooperation in areas
that include, but are not limited to—

(1) increasing enforcement of human rights
described in subsection (a); and

(2) developing the rule of law in the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China.

(e) CONTACTS WITH NONGOVERNMENTAL OR-
GANIZATIONS.—In performing the functions
described in subsections (a) through (d), the
Commission shall, as appropriate, seek out
and maintain contacts with nongovern-
mental organizations, including receiving re-
ports and updates from such organizations
and evaluating such reports.

(f) COOPERATION WITH SPECIAL COORDI-
NATOR.—In performing the functions de-
scribed in subsections (a) through (d), the
Commission shall cooperate with the Special
Coordinator for Tibetan Issues in the Depart-
ment of State.

(g) ANNUAL REPORTS.—The Commission
shall issue a report to the President and the
Congress not later than 12 months after the
date of the enactment of this Act, and not
later than the end of each 12-month period
thereafter, setting forth the findings of the
Commission during the preceding 12-month
period, in carrying out subsections (a)
through (c). The Commission’s report may
contain recommendations for legislative or
executive action.

(h) SPECIFIC INFORMATION IN ANNUAL RE-
PORTS.—The Commission’s report under sub-
section (g) shall include specific information
as to the nature and implementation of laws
or policies concerning the rights set forth in
paragraphs (1) through (12) of subsection (a),
and as to restrictions applied to or discrimi-
nation against persons exercising any of the
rights set forth in such paragraphs.

(i) CONGRESSIONAL HEARINGS ON ANNUAL
REPORTS.—(1) The Committee on Inter-
national Relations of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall, not later than 30 days
after the receipt by the Congress of the re-
port referred to in subsection (g), hold hear-
ings on the contents of the report, including
any recommendations contained therein, for
the purpose of receiving testimony from
Members of Congress, and such appropriate
representatives of Federal departments and
agencies, and interested persons and groups,
as the committee deems advisable, with a
view to reporting to the House of Represent-
atives any appropriate legislation in further-
ance of such recommendations. If any such
legislation is considered by the Committee
on International Relations within 45 days

after receipt by the Congress of the report
referred to in subsection (g), it shall be re-
ported by the committee not later than 60
days after receipt by the Congress of such re-
port.

(2) The provisions of paragraph (1) are en-
acted by the Congress—

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power
of the House of Representatives, and as such
are deemed a part of the rules of the House,
and they supersede other rules only to the
extent that they are inconsistent therewith;
and

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of the House to change the rules
(so far as relating to the procedure of the
House) at any time, in the same manner and
to the same extent as in the case of any
other rule of the House.

(j) SUPPLEMENTAL REPORTS.—The Commis-
sion may submit to the President and the
Congress reports that supplement the re-
ports described in subsection (g), as appro-
priate, in carrying out subsections (a)
through (c).
SEC. 303. MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) SELECTION AND APPOINTMENT OF MEM-
BERS.—The Commission shall be composed of
23 members as follows:

(1) Nine Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives. Five members
shall be selected from the majority party
and four members shall be selected, after
consultation with the minority leader of the
House, from the minority party.

(2) Nine Members of the Senate appointed
by the President of the Senate. Five mem-
bers shall be selected, after consultation
with the majority leader of the Senate, from
the majority party, and four members shall
be selected, after consultation with the mi-
nority leader of the Senate, from the minor-
ity party.

(3) One representative of the Department
of State, appointed by the President of the
United States from among officers and em-
ployees of that Department.

(4) One representative of the Department
of Commerce, appointed by the President of
the United States from among officers and
employees of that Department.

(5) One representative of the Department
of Labor, appointed by the President of the
United States from among officers and em-
ployees of that Department.

(6) Two at-large representatives, appointed
by the President of the United States, from
among the officers and employees of the ex-
ecutive branch.

(b) CHAIRMAN AND COCHAIRMAN.—
(1) DESIGNATION OF CHAIRMAN.—At the be-

ginning of each odd-numbered Congress, the
President of the Senate, on the recommenda-
tion of the majority leader, shall designate
one of the members of the Commission from
the Senate as Chairman of the Commission.
At the beginning of each even-numbered
Congress, the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall designate one of the mem-
bers of the Commission from the House as
Chairman of the Commission.

(2) DESIGNATION OF COCHAIRMAN.—At the
beginning of each odd-numbered Congress,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
shall designate one of the members of the
Commission from the House as Cochairman
of the Commission. At the beginning of each
even-numbered Congress, the President of
the Senate, on the recommendation of the
majority leader, shall designate one of the
members of the Commission from the Senate
as Cochairman of the Commission.
SEC. 304. VOTES OF THE COMMISSION.

Decisions of the Commission, including
adoption of reports and recommendations to
the executive branch or to the Congress,
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shall be made by a majority vote of the
members of the Commission present and vot-
ing. Two-thirds of the Members of the Com-
mission shall constitute a quorum for pur-
poses of conducting business.
SEC. 305. EXPENDITURE OF APPROPRIATIONS.

For each fiscal year for which an appro-
priation is made to the Commission, the
Commission shall issue a report to the Con-
gress on its expenditures under that appro-
priation.
SEC. 306. TESTIMONY OF WITNESSES, PRODUC-

TION OF EVIDENCE; ISSUANCE OF
SUBPOENAS; ADMINISTRATION OF
OATHS.

In carrying out this title, the Commission
may require, by subpoena or otherwise, the
attendance and testimony of such witnesses
and the production of such books, records,
correspondence, memoranda, papers, docu-
ments, and electronically recorded data as it
considers necessary. Subpoenas may be
issued only pursuant to a two-thirds vote of
members of the Commission present and vot-
ing. Subpoenas may be issued over the signa-
ture of the Chairman of the Commission or
any member designated by the Chairman,
and may be served by any person designated
by the Chairman or such member. The Chair-
man of the Commission, or any member des-
ignated by the Chairman, may administer
oaths to any witness.
SEC. 307. APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE COMMIS-

SION.
(a) AUTHORIZATION; DISBURSEMENTS.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized

to be appropriated to the Commission for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
such sums as may be necessary to enable it
to carry out its functions. Appropriations to
the Commission are authorized to remain
available until expended.

(2) DISBURSEMENTS.—Appropriations to the
Commission shall be disbursed on vouchers
approved—

(A) jointly by the Chairman and the Co-
chairman; or

(B) by a majority of the members of the
personnel and administration committee es-
tablished pursuant to section 308.

(b) FOREIGN TRAVEL FOR OFFICIAL PUR-
POSES.—Foreign travel for official purposes
by members and staff of the Commission
may be authorized by either the Chairman or
the Cochairman.
SEC. 308. STAFF OF THE COMMISSION.

(a) PERSONNEL AND ADMINISTRATION COM-
MITTEE.—The Commission shall have a per-
sonnel and administration committee com-
posed of the Chairman, the Cochairman, the
senior member of the Commission from the
minority party of the House of Representa-
tives, and the senior member of the Commis-
sion from the minority party of the Senate.

(b) COMMITTEE FUNCTIONS.—All decisions
pertaining to the hiring, firing, and fixing of
pay of personnel of the Commission shall be
by a majority vote of the personnel and ad-
ministration committee, except that—

(1) the Chairman shall be entitled to ap-
point and fix the pay of the staff director,
and the Cochairman shall be entitled to ap-
point and fix the pay of the Cochairman’s
senior staff member; and

(2) the Chairman and Cochairman shall
each have the authority to appoint, with the
approval of the personnel and administration
committee, at least 4 professional staff mem-
bers who shall be responsible to the Chair-
man or the Cochairman (as the case may be)
who appointed them.
Subject to subsection (d), the personnel and
administration committee may appoint and
fix the pay of such other personnel as it con-
siders desirable.

(c) STAFF APPOINTMENTS.—All staff ap-
pointments shall be made without regard to

the provisions of title 5, United States Code,
governing appointments in the competitive
service, and without regard to the provisions
of chapter 51 and subchapter III of chapter 53
of such title relating to classification and
general schedule pay rates.

(d) QUALIFICATIONS OF PROFESSIONAL
STAFF.—The personnel and administration
committee shall ensure that the professional
staff of the Commission consists of persons
with expertise in areas including human
rights, internationally recognized worker
rights, international economics, law (includ-
ing international law), rule of law and other
foreign assistance programming, Chinese
politics, economy and culture, and the Chi-
nese language.

(e) COMMISSION EMPLOYEES AS CONGRES-
SIONAL EMPLOYEES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of pay and
other employment benefits, rights, and privi-
leges, and for all other purposes, any em-
ployee of the Commission shall be considered
to be a congressional employee as defined in
section 2107 of title 5, United States Code.

(2) COMPETITIVE STATUS.—For purposes of
section 3304(c)(1) of title 5, United States
Code, employees of the Commission shall be
considered as if they are in positions in
which they are paid by the Secretary of the
Senate or the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives.
SEC. 309. PRINTING AND BINDING COSTS.

For purposes of costs relating to printing
and binding, including the costs of personnel
detailed from the Government Printing Of-
fice, the Commission shall be deemed to be a
committee of the Congress.

TITLE IV—MONITORING AND ENFORCE-
MENT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA’S WTO COMMITMENTS
Subtitle A—Review of Membership of the

People’s Republic of China in the WTO
SEC. 401. REVIEW WITHIN THE WTO.

It shall be the objective of the United
States to obtain as part of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, an annual review within the
WTO of the compliance by the People’s Re-
public of China with its terms of accession to
the WTO.

Subtitle B—Authorization To Promote
Compliance With Trade Agreements

SEC. 411. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds as follows:
(1) The opening of world markets through

the elimination of tariff and nontariff bar-
riers has contributed to a 56-percent increase
in exports of United States goods and serv-
ices since 1992.

(2) Such export expansion, along with an
increase in trade generally, has helped fuel
the longest economic expansion in United
States history.

(3) The United States Government must
continue to be vigilant in monitoring and en-
forcing the compliance by our trading part-
ners with trade agreements in order for
United States businesses, workers, and farm-
ers to continue to benefit from the opportu-
nities created by market-opening trade
agreements.

(4) The People’s Republic of China, as part
of its accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion, has committed to eliminating signifi-
cant trade barriers in the agricultural, serv-
ices, and manufacturing sectors that, if real-
ized, would provide considerable opportuni-
ties for United States farmers, businesses,
and workers.

(5) For these opportunities to be fully real-
ized, the United States Government must ef-
fectively monitor and enforce its rights
under the agreements on the accession of the
People’s Republic of China to the WTO.

SEC. 412. PURPOSE.
The purpose of this subtitle is to authorize

additional resources for the agencies and de-
partments engaged in monitoring and en-
forcement of United States trade agreements
and trade laws with respect to the People’s
Republic of China.
SEC. 413. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE.—There is
authorized to be appropriated to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, in addition to amounts
otherwise available for such purposes, such
sums as may be necessary for fiscal year
2001, and each fiscal year thereafter, for addi-
tional staff for—

(1) monitoring compliance by the People’s
Republic of China with its commitments
under the WTO, assisting United States ne-
gotiators with ongoing negotiations in the
WTO, and defending United States anti-
dumping and countervailing duty measures
with respect to products of the People’s Re-
public of China;

(2) enforcement of United States trade laws
with respect to products of the People’s Re-
public of China; and

(3) a Trade Law Technical Assistance Cen-
ter to assist small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses, workers, and unions in evaluating po-
tential remedies available under the trade
laws of the United States with respect to
trade involving the People’s Republic of
China.

(b) OVERSEAS COMPLIANCE PROGRAM.—
(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION.—

There are authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of Commerce and the De-
partment of State, in addition to amounts
otherwise available, such sums as may be
necessary for fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal
year thereafter, to provide staff for moni-
toring in the People’s Republic of China that
country’s compliance with its international
trade obligations and to support the enforce-
ment of the trade laws of the United States,
as part of an Overseas Compliance Program
which monitors abroad compliance with
international trade obligations and supports
the enforcement of United States trade laws.

(2) REPORTING.—The annual report on com-
pliance by the People’s Republic of China
submitted to the Congress under section 421
of this Act shall include the findings of the
Overseas Compliance Program with respect
to the People’s Republic of China.

(c) USTR.—There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Office of the United States
Trade Representative, in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
for additional staff in—

(1) the Office of the General Counsel, the
Monitoring and Enforcement Unit, and the
Office of the Deputy United States Trade
Representative in Geneva, Switzerland, to
investigate, prosecute, and defend cases be-
fore the WTO, and to administer United
States trade laws, including title III of the
Trade Act of 1974 (19 U.S.C. 2411, et seq.) and
other trade laws relating to intellectual
property, government procurement, and tele-
communications, with respect to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China;

(2) the Office of Economic Affairs, to ana-
lyze the impact on the economy of the
United States, including United States ex-
ports, of acts of the Government of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China affecting access to
markets in the People’s Republic of China
and to support the Office of the General
Counsel in presenting cases to the WTO in-
volving the People’s Republic of China;

(3) the geographic office for the People’s
Republic of China; and

(4) offices relating to the WTO and to dif-
ferent sectors of the economy, including ag-
riculture, industry, services, and intellectual
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property rights protection, to monitor and
enforce the trade agreement obligations of
the People’s Republic of China in those sec-
tors.

(d) DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE.—There
are authorized to be appropriated to the De-
partment of Agriculture, in addition to
amounts otherwise available for such pur-
poses, such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter,
for additional staff to increase legal and
technical expertise in areas covered by trade
agreements and United States trade law, in-
cluding food safety and biotechnology, for
purposes of monitoring compliance by the
People’s Republic of China with its trade
agreement obligations.
Subtitle C—Report on Compliance by the

People’s Republic of China With WTO Obli-
gations

SEC. 421. REPORT ON COMPLIANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year

after the entry into force of the Protocol of
Accession of the People’s Republic of China
to the WTO, and annually thereafter, the
Trade Representative shall submit a report
to Congress on compliance by the People’s
Republic of China with commitments made
in connection with its accession to the World
Trade Organization, including both multilat-
eral commitments and any bilateral commit-
ments made to the United States.

(b) PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.—In preparing
the report described in subsection (a), the
Trade Representative shall seek public par-
ticipation by publishing a notice in the Fed-
eral Register and holding a public hearing.
TITLE V—TRADE AND RULE OF LAW

ISSUES IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

Subtitle A—Task Force on Prohibition of Im-
portation of Products of Forced or Prison
Labor From the People’s Republic of China

SEC. 501. ESTABLISHMENT OF TASK FORCE.
There is hereby established a task force on

prohibition of importation of products of
forced or prison labor from the People’s Re-
public of China (hereafter in this subtitle re-
ferred to as the ‘‘Task Force’’).
SEC. 502. FUNCTIONS OF TASK FORCE.

The Task Force shall monitor and promote
effective enforcement of and compliance
with section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19
U.S.C. 1307) by performing the following
functions:

(1) Coordinate closely with the United
States Customs Service to promote max-
imum effectiveness in the enforcement by
the Customs Service of section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 with respect to the prod-
ucts of the People’s Republic of China. In
order to assure such coordination, the Cus-
toms Service shall keep the Task Force in-
formed, on a regular basis, of the progress of
its investigations of allegations that goods
are being entered into the United States, or
that such entry is being attempted, in viola-
tion of the prohibition in section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 on entry into the United
States of goods mined, produced, or manu-
factured wholly or in part in the People’s Re-
public of China by convict labor, forced
labor, or indentured labor under penal sanc-
tions. Such investigations may include visits
to foreign sites where goods allegedly are
being mined, produced, or manufactured in a
manner that would lead to prohibition of
their importation into the United States
under section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930.

(2) Make recommendations to the Customs
Service on seeking new agreements with the
People’s Republic of China to allow Customs
Service officials to visit sites where goods
may be mined, produced, or manufactured by
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions.

(3) Work with the Customs Service to as-
sist the People’s Republic of China and other
foreign governments in monitoring the sale
of goods mined, produced, or manufactured
by convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions to ensure that
such goods are not exported to the United
States.

(4) Coordinate closely with the Customs
Service to promote maximum effectiveness
in the enforcement by the Customs Service
of section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with
respect to the products of the People’s Re-
public of China. In order to assure such co-
ordination, the Customs Service shall keep
the Task Force informed, on a regular basis,
of the progress of its monitoring of ports of
the United States to ensure that goods
mined, produced, or manufactured wholly or
in part in the People’s Republic of China by
convict labor, forced labor, or indentured
labor under penal sanctions are not imported
into the United States.

(5) Advise the Customs Service in per-
forming such other functions, consistent
with existing authority, to ensure the effec-
tive enforcement of section 307 of the Tariff
Act of 1930.

(6) Provide to the Customs Service all in-
formation obtained by the departments rep-
resented on the Task Force relating to the
use of convict labor, forced labor, or/and in-
dentured labor under penal sanctions in the
mining, production, or manufacture of goods
which may be imported into the United
States.
SEC. 503. COMPOSITION OF TASK FORCE.

The Secretary of the Treasury, the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the Secretary of Labor,
the Secretary of State, the Commissioner of
Customs, and the heads of other executive
branch agencies, as appropriate, acting
through their respective designees at or
above the level of Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary, or in the case of the Customs Service,
at or above the level of Assistant Commis-
sioner, shall compose the Task Force. The
designee of the Secretary of the Treasury
shall chair the Task Force.
SEC. 504. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

There are authorized to be appropriated for
fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal year there-
after, such sums as may be necessary for the
Task Force to carry out the functions de-
scribed in section 502.
SEC. 505. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) FREQUENCY OF REPORTS.—Not later
than the date that is one year after the date
of the enactment of this Act, and not later
than the end of each 1-year period thereafter,
the Task Force shall submit to the Congress
a report on the work of the Task Force dur-
ing the preceding 1-year period.

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORTS.—Each report
under subsection (a) shall set forth, at a
minimum—

(1) the number of allegations of violations
of section 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with
respect to products of the Peoples’ Republic
of China that were investigated during the
preceding 1-year period;

(2) the number of actual violations of sec-
tion 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 with respect
to the products of the People’s Republic of
China that were discovered during the pre-
ceding 1-year period;

(3) in the case of each attempted entry of
products of the People’s Republic of China in
violation of such section 307 discovered dur-
ing the preceding 1-year period—

(A) the identity of the exporter of the
goods;

(B) the identity of the person or persons
who attempted to sell the goods for export;
and

(C) the identity of all parties involved in
transshipment of the goods; and

(4) such other information as the Task
Force considers useful in monitoring and en-
forcing compliance with section 307 of the
Tariff Act of 1930.

Subtitle B—Assistance To Develop
Commercial and Labor Rule of Law

SEC. 511. ESTABLISHMENT OF TECHNICAL AS-
SISTANCE AND RULE OF LAW PRO-
GRAMS.

(a) COMMERCE RULE OF LAW PROGRAM.—The
Secretary of Commerce, in consultation with
the Secretary of State, is authorized to es-
tablish a program to conduct rule of law
training and technical assistance related to
commercial activities in the People’s Repub-
lic of China.

(b) LABOR RULE OF LAW PROGRAM.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Labor, in

consultation with the Secretary of State, is
authorized to establish a program to conduct
rule of law training and technical assistance
related to the protection of internationally
recognized worker rights in the People’s Re-
public of China.

(2) USE OF AMOUNTS.—In carrying out para-
graph (1), the Secretary of Labor shall focus
on activities including, but not limited to—

(A) developing, laws, regulations, and
other measures to implement internation-
ally recognized worker rights;

(B) establishing national mechanisms for
the enforcement of national labor laws and
regulations;

(C) training government officials con-
cerned with implementation and enforce-
ment of national labor laws and regulations;
and

(D) developing an educational infrastruc-
ture to educate workers about their legal
rights and protections under national labor
laws and regulations.

(3) LIMITATION.—The Secretary of Labor
may not provide assistance under the pro-
gram established under this subsection to
the All-China Federation of Trade Unions.

(c) LEGAL SYSTEM AND CIVIL SOCIETY RULE
OF LAW PROGRAM.—The Secretary of State is
authorized to establish a program to conduct
rule of law training and technical assistance
related to development of the legal system
and civil society generally in the People’s
Republic of China.

(d) CONDUCT OF PROGRAMS.—The programs
authorized by this section may be used to
conduct activities such as seminars and
workshops, drafting of commercial and labor
codes, legal training, publications, financing
the operating costs for nongovernmental or-
ganizations working in this area, and fund-
ing the travel of individuals to the United
States and to the People’s Republic of China
to provide and receive training.

SEC. 512. ADMINISTRATIVE AUTHORITIES.

In carrying out the programs authorized
by section 511, the Secretary of Commerce
and the Secretary of Labor (in consultation
with the Secretary of State) may utilize any
of the authorities contained in the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 and the Foreign Serv-
ice Act of 1980.

SEC. 513. PROHIBITION RELATING TO HUMAN
RIGHTS ABUSES.

Amounts made available to carry out this
subtitle may not be provided to a component
of a ministry or other administrative unit of
the national, provincial, or other local gov-
ernments of the People’s Republic of China,
to a nongovernmental organization, or to an
official of such governments or organiza-
tions, if the President has credible evidence
that such component, administrative unit,
organization or official has been materially
responsible for the commission of human
rights violations.
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SEC. 514. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) COMMERCIAL LAW PROGRAM.—There are
authorized to be appropriated to the Sec-
retary of Commerce to carry out the pro-
gram described in section 511(a) such sums as
may be necessary for fiscal year 2001, and
each fiscal year thereafter.

(b) LABOR LAW PROGRAM.—There are au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Secretary
of Labor to carry out the program described
in section 511(b) such sums as may be nec-
essary for fiscal year 2001, and each fiscal
year thereafter.

(c) LEGAL SYSTEM AND CIVIL SOCIETY RULE
OF LAW PROGRAM.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Secretary of State to
carry out the program described in section
511(c) such sums as may be necessary for fis-
cal year 2001, and each fiscal year thereafter.

(d) CONSTRUCTION WITH OTHER LAWS.—Ex-
cept as provided in this division, funds may
be made available to carry out the purposes
of this subtitle notwithstanding any other
provision of law.
TITLE VI—ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO THE

WTO
SEC. 601. ACCESSION OF TAIWAN TO THE WTO.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) immediately upon approval by the Gen-

eral Council of the WTO of the terms and
conditions of the accession of the People’s
Republic of China to the WTO, the United
States representative to the WTO should re-
quest that the General Council of the WTO
consider Taiwan’s accession to the WTO as
the next order of business of the Council dur-
ing the same session; and

(2) the United States should be prepared to
aggressively counter any effort by any WTO
member, upon the approval of the General
Council of the WTO of the terms and condi-
tions of the accession of the People’s Repub-
lic of China to the WTO, to block the acces-
sion of Taiwan to the WTO.

TITLE VII—RELATED ISSUES
SEC. 701. AUTHORIZATIONS OF APPROPRIATIONS

FOR BROADCASTING CAPITAL IM-
PROVEMENTS AND INTERNATIONAL
BROADCASTING OPERATIONS.

(a) BROADCASTING CAPITAL IMPROVE-
MENTS.—In addition to such sums as may
otherwise be authorized to be appropriated,
there are authorized to be appropriated for
‘‘Department of State and Related Agency,
Related Agency, Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, Broadcasting Capital Improvements’’
$65,000,000 for the fiscal year 2001.

(b) INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING OPER-
ATIONS.—

(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to such sums as are otherwise au-
thorized to be appropriated, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated $34,000,000 for
each of the fiscal years 2001 and 2002 for ‘‘De-
partment of State and Related Agency, Re-
lated Agency, Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, International Broadcasting Oper-
ations’’ for the purposes under paragraph (2).

(2) USES OF FUNDS.—In addition to other
authorized purposes, funds appropriated pur-
suant to paragraph (1) shall be used for the
following:

(A) To increase personnel for the program
development office to enhance marketing
programming in the People’s Republic of
China and neighboring countries.

(B) To enable Radio Free Asia’s expansion
of news research, production, call-in show
capability, and web site/Internet enhance-
ment for the People’s Republic of China and
neighboring countries.

(C) VOA enhancements, including the
opening of new news bureaus in Taipei and
Shanghai, enhancement of TV Mandarin, and
an increase of stringer presence abroad.

Amend the title so as to read: ‘‘A bill to
authorize extension of nondiscriminatory

treatment (normal trade relations treat-
ment) to the People’s Republic of China, and
to establish a framework for relations be-
tween the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK), and the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROHRABACHER) each will
control 45 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4444.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, at this historic moment

in this debate today, all Members
should keep an open mind to objec-
tively make the right decision, without
pressure from outside groups, as to
what is in the best interests of the
United States, its people and its val-
ues. This vote will be the most impor-
tant vote that we cast in our congres-
sional careers. Why? Because it will af-
fect America for generations to come.

International trade has meant a
greater standard of living for our fami-
lies here at home. Yes, nearly $3,000
more in purchasing power a year, em-
ployment for over 12 million American
workers, and wages that are up to 20
percent higher than those for the do-
mestic market, that is what trade has
meant to Americans.

But passage of this historic legisla-
tion will mean more than just Amer-
ican jobs created here at home. It will
mean the expansion of American
ideals, principles, and values through-
out the world, as well as the Orient.

We have already started to see that
sort of change occur, as China has
opened up since Nixon’s memorable
visit. Today, most Americans do not
know that over 90 percent of China’s
930,000 villages now hold democratic
elections for their local leaders, and
that means nearly 1 billion rural Chi-
nese have started to experience the
freedom that democratic elections
produce.

The bill’s opponents raise concerns
about China’s human rights standards
and environmental and labor condi-
tions; and, yes, they need to be greatly
improved. But how would severing our
relations with China help to achieve
this change which opponents say they
want? It does not.

How will failure to pass this accom-
plish anything the opponents say they
want? It will not. How does cutting off
U.S. workers, farmers and businesses
to a market of 1.3 billion customers, a
market the Europeans and Japanese

will have ready access to, help our
cause? It will not.
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Voting against this bill will help the
Japanese, it will help the Europeans,
but it will hurt America, and it will
hurt the very people who want human
rights and religious freedom in China
to have a better chance to ultimately
reach that goal.

How will denying American culture
and American products and services to
the Chinese help? How will it help to
close off more of America within
China? It will not. How does strength-
ening the hand of hard-liners in Beijing
improve our national security? It will
not. That is why we cannot afford to
fail here today.

One of the best ways to open the
minds of the Chinese is through open
markets, and engagement with China
does not mean endorsement of their
human rights record. Congress, in the
past has, and will continue, to monitor
China’s human rights record, and
thanks to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER), this
bill provides a way to do that. But we
deny the unchangeable tides of history
if we think we can force China to alter
its behavior by simply turning our
backs on them.

Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues hear
from no one else today before they vote
on this historic issue, they should lis-
ten to the American people. The Amer-
ican people want America to get the
benefit of the Chinese concessions
which opens their markets to our prod-
uct. They have said this overwhelm-
ingly in all of the polling data in the
last week. The American people, not
Wall Street, not Main Street, not spe-
cial interests, but American family in-
terests. The overwhelming majority of
Americans say that expanded trade
with China will not only boost U.S.
jobs, but it will improve China’s human
rights, improve the environment, and
bring about the type of change and
freedoms with which we stand here
today and so jealously cherish. History
has shown us that no government can
withstand the power of individuals who
are driven by the taste of freedom and
the rewards of opportunity.

So I say to my colleagues, let us
make history today and pass this legis-
lation for American values that we all
hold so dear.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Let me take this opportunity to
thank the leadership on both sides of
the aisle for the level of the debate
which we will have. Truly, this is a
very contentious issue. Members have
deep-seated feelings. I do not remember
anything being lobbied so hard by the
administration, by the private sector,
the Chamber of Commerce and unions,
and certainly our constituents. But we
have to appreciate the fact that no
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matter how Members vote, even though
I rise in strong support of PNTR, that
we have to respect the Members for be-
lieving what they are doing is in the
best interests of their districts, as well
as the country, and remember that we
do our best work when we work in a bi-
partisan way. So at the end of the day,
I do hope that we are able to say that
regardless of the outcome of the vote,
it was one of the finest hours of this
honorable body.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI), a senior member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the dean of our Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that this
is probably going to be the most impor-
tant national security foreign policy
vote that we will be taking in a num-
ber of years. I have to say that there
are two most important relationships
from a foreign policy point of view that
the United States will have in the next
20 years. One is obviously the U.S.-Rus-
sian relationship, and the other is the
U.S.-China relationship.

China is 22 percent of the world popu-
lation. One out of every five people on
this Earth is Chinese. China will soon
have a capacity in terms of its growth
that will be second only to the United
States. China will never be our friend,
but this vote will determine whether or
not we will be able to coexist with
China, or whether China will become
an enemy of the United States, so that
we can have for the next 40 or 50 years
another Cold War.

What surprises me are the two issues
that have been raised by the oppo-
nents. One is the economic issue, and
the other is the human rights issue. I
would like to address those.

In terms of the economic issues, we
are by far the most powerful economy
in this world. We are second to none.
We have the best educated workforce,
we have the most talented workforce,
we have the best R&D, we have the best
higher education system, second to
none. We should not fear anybody. We
have an unemployment rate of under 4
percent, the lowest in decades, and as
my colleagues know, we have a growth
rate for the last 10 years, over 120
months that would be the envy of all
other trading partners of the United
States.

Yet, many people are opposed to this.
At the same time, believe it or not, the
United States, under this agreement,
under this bill, gives up nothing. Our
tariffs do not go down to the Chinese
products; we do not give them larger
distribution markets. So why are they
opposed to this, particularly when Chi-
na’s tariffs will go from 25 percent
down to 9 percent for all U.S. goods;
automobiles, 100 percent today, if we
export into China will go down to 20
percent, but the UAW is opposed. The
Teamsters Union would have hundreds
and thousands of more jobs because

more packages will go to China from
U.S. products, but they are opposed as
well.

Mr. Speaker, this is an agreement in
the interest of the American worker,
and this is an agreement that will cre-
ate more jobs, more growth, and more
prosperity for America.

Now, let me also talk about the issue
of human rights. China’s human rights
record is terrible. We understand that.
We, obviously, should put the focus on
them, and we believe that the Levin-
Bereuter bill, will, in fact, do that. But
what is really interesting is that many
of the Chinese dissidents that have the
luxury of living in the United States
are opposed to this. But those that live
in China, the Chinese Democracy
Movement, they want us to pass this,
because they want to engage the
United States. They think if they gain
economic power, they will be able to
opposes the central government of
China. So we need to vote yes on this
legislation for the future of our coun-
try and certainly, for prosperity and
peace throughout the world.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a yes vote on this
bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

(Mr. STARK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in vehement oppo-
sition to granting the People’s Republic of
China (PRC) permanent and unconditional
trade relations status. Although proponents of
this measure call it permanent normal trade
relations, or PNTR, there is nothing normal
about this relationship. The PRC makes prom-
ises to the U.S., the U.S. engages Beijing and
Beijing breaks those promises. But China has
absolutely no reason to keep their promises.
The U.S. grants China most favored nation
(MFN) trading status year after year while ig-
noring China’s myriad of trade, labor, human
rights, and nonproliferation violations. Now,
the Administration wants Congress to hand
over our only form of leverage to Beijing. I op-
pose extending permanent normal trade rela-
tions (PNTR) to China because the agreement
signed last November is bad for U.S. as well
as Chinese workers, and because the legisla-
tion before us cannot deliver what its backers
promise.

I. THE AGREEMENT

We don’t really know what the agreement
between the U.S. and China will bear because
China breaks its current agreements on non-
proliferation, intellectual property rights, human
rights and forced labor. Chinese officials have
been telling the U.S. that they’re opening their
markets and telling their own business leaders
that once they’ve entered the WTO, they’ll
protect certain markets—such as telecom,
electronics and autos. Unfair competition is an
integral part of Beijing’s economic system.
China restricts imports of U.S. goods through
various formal and informal trade barriers. The
1992 memorandum of understanding agree-
ment China signed on market access and in-
tellectual property has been and continues to
be violated. China cannot be trusted.

Factory workers in China earn as little as
thirteen cents per hour. The average individual
income in China is $108. This hardly sounds

like a burgeoning middle class. But the Admin-
istration keeps telling us—as they did with
NAFTA and Mexico—that if we don’t capitalize
on this market, Europe will. All I know is that
a Chinese factory worker, or a rural peasant,
making $108 per year isn’t able to afford
goods made in the U.S. when they can’t even
afford goods made in their own country. I do
know that this agreement encourages U.S.
businesses to set-up shop in China and en-
sures them access to exploit China’s cheap
labor. This is a bad deal for the U.S. workers
and a bad deal for the Chinese worker.

II. THE LEGISLATION BEFORE US

Many Members feel that they are able to
vote for today’s bill because it offers assur-
ances that workers and human rights will be
protected while promoting the rule of law in
China. This is a tall order when we have yet
to get China to keep any of its commitments
made to the U.S.

The bill before us sets up another commis-
sion to monitor human rights. On May 18,
1998, 375 Members of the 105th Congress
voted to establish the United States Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom.
When the Commission brought its findings on
China’s egregious religious violations, the
106th Congress looked the other way. The
Commission recommended that we not give
PNTR to China at this time. If this body is
going to ignore the recommendations of the
Commission that we established, why would
we want to set-up another one? No Commis-
sion will be effective if Congress is going to ig-
nore the fact that China abuses its people for
practicing Falun Gong or any other religion not
endorsed by the barbaric regime. The human
rights provision in this legislation is hollow.
The provisions set forth by the Levin-Bereuter
proposal do not guarantee enforcement of
China’s harsh practices.

III. CONCLUSION

I’m not suggesting we end trade with China.
I’m not even asking that we reform our trading
practices with China. I merely want China to
abide by the promises it has already made.

I urge my colleagues to look closely at Chi-
na’s record. I urge my colleagues to scrutinize
China’s current practices and ask yourselves if
you believe China will keep its word. I don’t!
Oppose Congress giving up its only tool to en-
force China’s promises. Oppose PNTR for
China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GEPHARDT), the distin-
guished minority leader, a gentleman
who recognizes that the trade deal with
China gives away our leverage to pro-
tect the lives of environmental,
human, and religious activists in
China; who recognizes that the Reli-
gious Freedom Commission set up by
Congress in 1998 recommended Con-
gress not give PNTR to China; who rec-
ognizes that the Levin-Bereuter provi-
sions are hollow and do not provide for
human rights violation enforcement;
and recognizes that this agreement
does not provide enforcement of Chi-
na’s promises.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, this is
a great day for a wonderful institution.

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 02:41 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24MY7.034 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3672 May 24, 2000
This is the room where all of the feel-
ings and emotions of the American peo-
ple on this very important issue get
channeled and espoused and spoken as
we make a collective decision on what
is a very, very important issue for our
country, for China, and for the world.

I believe and fully expect this debate
to be in the tradition of John Quincy
Adams and James Madison and Daniel
Webster and Henry Clay, and other
great voices that have been heard in
this building through the years.

As I begin the debate, I would like to
commend the leaders on both sides of
the aisle who have worked to carry on
this debate in the highest tradition of
the House. I commend the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR) who has
led the opposition on our side. There is
not a greater proponent of human
rights that I know.

I want to commend the gentleman
from California (Mr. MATSUI) and the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) who have worked so hard to
espouse their viewpoint. I commend
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) who is one of the finest people I
have ever known in the Congress, who
does everything from his heart to do
what is right. I honor the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. PELOSI). There is
not a greater fighter for human rights
in our Congress than she is and a more
staunch advocate for her views.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to speak on
this issue. This debate is testament to
what makes the United States the
greatest country that has ever existed
in the history of the world, based on
the ideals of freedom; freedom of ex-
pression and freedom and liberty of re-
ligion and political speech.

These ideals are what cause me to fi-
nally be against this bill. This debate
would not happen in China. This free-
dom of expression that we are exer-
cising on this floor and outside this
building and in rooms all over this
country in the last days would not hap-
pen in a country like China. In fact, if
one insisted on speaking against the
policy of the government in China, one
would be arrested.

America began with a simple revolu-
tionary statement: We hold these
truths to be self-evident, that all men
are created equal, that they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain in-
alienable rights, that among them are
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness. And remember that when these
rights were proclaimed 100 years later,
Abraham Lincoln made it clear that
the rights that were set out in the dec-
laration were not just for the American
people, but applied to everyone. Abra-
ham Lincoln said this, the Declaration
of Independence gave liberty not alone
to the people of this country, but hope
to all the world for future time.

These ideals guided us through all
kinds of conflicts and difficulties,
World War II, the Cold War, bringing
down the Berlin Wall, Soviet com-
munism, the civil rights movement in
our own country, apartheid in South

Africa. I remember standing on this
floor with many of my colleagues
against the wind of public opinion, here
and in the world, saying that the only
way we will bring change in South Af-
rica is by standing for these ideals,
even though the rest of the world
would not.

Some would argue that this is just
about trade. I would remind them that
our greatest export is not our products
and our services, our greatest exports
are our ideals and our values. Getting
acceptance of these ideals is also vital
for trade. A country that fails to re-
spect basic rights of people will not re-
spect the rule of law, and without the
rule of law in China, the rights of our
businesses will not be accepted.

China has not obeyed the agreements
that they have made with us on trade.
We have been promised access; we have
not gotten it. We have been promised
protection of intellectual property; we
have not gotten it. Our trade deficit is
now $85 billion with China, the highest
as a percent of total trade of any coun-
try in the world. We export more now
to Singapore, a nation of 3.5 million
people, than we export to China, a
country of 1.3 billion people. The track
record is poor on compliance with trea-
ties. Let us not reward them before we
get them to comply. China’s leaders
show contempt for the rule of law.
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People are persecuted for their reli-

gious beliefs. People are in prison and
tortured for speaking out politically.
They are cooperating in the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction.
They threaten Taiwan even up to and
including the latest election in Taiwan.

The issue today is not trade. The
issue today is whether or not to take
away the annual leverage that comes
with our voted-on review of progress on
human rights in China. China will be in
the WTO. We trade with China now. As
I said, we have a deficit of $85 billion a
year. The issue is, will we take away
the review, the leverage? Advocates of
doing this say the annual review is
meaningless. If it is so meaningless,
why does the Chinese Government in-
sist, as a price of giving us access to
their market, that we take it away?

I will say why they ask for it so vo-
ciferously because they do not want
the pressure. They do not want the an-
nual debate on this floor. They do not
want the light of the world to come in
and see how they are performing, and
this real pressure, I submit, will bring
change. If we do not lead, who will? I
ask, if we give this up, is anyone else in
the world going to ask for this kind of
review? I think not.

When we debated apartheid in South
Africa, everybody in the world said lay
off of South Africa. Trade will change
them. Do we really believe that we
would have an end to apartheid in
South Africa if we had not stood alone,
leading the world, to say this must not
stand?

Supporters say that trade alone will
solve the problem. There is some truth

in that argument. I give them credit
because I agree in part with that agree-
ment. I want more trade with China. I
want the Internet in China. I want the
people to use computers in China. I
think it will have an impact, but the
evidence that we have to deal with is
that as trade has expanded, repression
of rights has also expanded.

Our own U.S. State Department has
said in its last three reviews of human
rights that there has been bad deterio-
ration each and every year. Last week,
I met with Wei Jingsheng, a hero of
mine. He lives here, in forced exile
without his family and friends who are
still in China. He was jailed for 17 years
for writing on the Democracy Wall
thoughts about political freedom and
liberty in China.

He told me in my office that when we
press for human rights, things get bet-
ter in China, and when we lay off on
human rights things get worse. He said
this, in 1979 President Carter normal-
ized relations in China. He was in pris-
on soon thereafter. He said in 1989
President Bush guaranteed MFN, even
though there were problems in China,
and soon thereafter the guns blazed in
Tiananmen Square. He said in 1994,
President Clinton delinked MFN and
trade with other kinds of questions in
China on human rights. He said he was
immediately arrested. In 1997, after in-
tense pressure from President Clinton
and many in this room, he was finally
released, under duress, to come to the
United States. When we stand up,
things get better in China for human
rights. When we stand down, things get
worse; and that is what this debate and
that is what this question is all about.

These have been good days in Amer-
ica. This debate has been healthy for
America. I am pleased that so many
people have participated in this debate.
I am pleased there has been so much
conversation and communication be-
tween our citizens and our representa-
tives. I am pleased and proud to stand
with labor activists and environ-
mentalists and human rights activists
and religious leaders. I am also proud
that our business leaders have come
here and argued from their heart about
what they believe is right.

The lobbying and the conversation is
about to end. We are about to have to
vote. All I ask is that as we vote, we
keep in our heart and our mind two
quotes: ‘‘We hold these truths to be
self-evident, that all men are created
equal; that they are endowed by their
creator with certain inalienable rights,
that among them are life, liberty and
the pursuit of happiness’’, and that this
Declaration of Independence ‘‘gave lib-
erty not alone to the people of this
country but hope to all the world for
future time.’’

This country is an ideal and now in
2000, on this question, I hope we will
stand for those ideals.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair will remind all
persons in the gallery that they are
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here as guests of the House and that
any manifestation of approval or dis-
approval of proceedings or other audi-
ble conversations are in violation of
the rules of the House.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, today both sides agree
on the importance of today’s vote. This
is not a vote about severing ties with
China or isolating China, which is ab-
surd. This is not even about trade with
China, frankly, just free trade anyway.
It is about a specific trade policy and
policies of the United States Govern-
ment in dealing with one of the world’s
most powerful dictatorships.

The debate today, and in this debate,
we will hear about jobs and the selling
of American products; and when we
hear people talk about that, I hope
that the people who are listening will
remind themselves that these people
are not talking about the sale of U.S.
consumer items. What they are talking
about, when they talk about this com-
mercial tie with China, is not the sale
of commercial items but the transfer of
factories and technology, this transfer
to Communist China of American fac-
tories. Almost none of this trade deals
with consumer items.

Yesterday, of course, we heard from
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) that once there, our busi-
ness leaders who set up these factories
in China end up in partnership, if not
controlled by, the People’s Liberation
Army. We are setting the People’s Lib-
eration Army up in business with nor-
mal trade relations, and this makes it
permanent normal trade relations.

The driving force behind this debate,
which the other side dutifully refuses
to acknowledge, is that with PNTR, as
they have set it up, the American cor-
porate interests will continue to be eli-
gible for American-taxpayer subsidized
loans and taxpayer-guaranteed loans
through the Export-Import Bank and
other financial institutions. Without
NTR, those corporate interests build-
ing factories in China will not get the
loan subsidies and the guarantees sup-
ported by the American taxpayer. So
much for free trade.

That is the primary issue here and
yet the other side continually refuses
to address that issue of subsidized
transfer of technology and manufac-
turing to Communist China.

This vote is about confirming govern-
ment policies that have created a per-
verse incentive for American business-
men to close manufacturing facilities
in the United States, where they have
no loan guarantees, and set them up in
Communist China. Over the last 10
years, American investment backed by
the U.S. taxpayer has built the manu-
facturing and technological infrastruc-
ture of the world’s worst human rights
abuser, Communist China, a major
competitor of the United States and a
country that is America’s number one
potential enemy in the years ahead.

Nixon, on his death bed, told writer
William Safire that his China strategy
may have created a Frankenstein.

Our policy of most favored nation
status, or normal trade relations, has
created a monster that uses slave labor
to compete with the American worker
and is in the process of building a high-
tech military force capable of defeating
our military if there is a confrontation
and incinerating millions of Ameri-
cans, if necessary.

The over-$500 billion in trade surplus
that we have had under this normal
trade relations that people want to
now make permanent, what have they
done with this $500 billion in trade sur-
plus over these last 10 years? Well, that
is about the same amount of money
they pumped into modernizing their
military, building their missiles and
rockets, building their airplanes and
ships; and often, of course, these things
are being built in factories supplied to
them by American investors.

Today we are voting whether or not
to freeze NTR in place and to make it
permanent. We are voting today to
take away Congress’ annual review of
the heinous human rights abuses that
have gotten worse under NTR, and we
are voting to muzzle those in Congress
who fear the technological transfer and
the building of manufacturing plants in
Communist China.

The last thing we should do is make
this system permanent and to limit
congressional oversight and debate and
to turn all enforcement mechanisms
for disputes over to Third World-domi-
nated World Trade Organization panels
and commissions.

Let us champion liberty and justice.
Let us not finance our competitors and
our potential enemies. Let us defeat
making permanent normal trading sta-
tus that has worked against our coun-
try’s security and against the eco-
nomic interests of the American peo-
ple. If we do not champion liberty and
justice, who will? If we do not cham-
pion liberty and justice, we will not
only be betraying our Founding Fa-
thers but we will be demoralizing those
people all over the world who look to
America for hope. We will be betraying
the vision of America as a shining city
on a hill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard some
very intense rhetoric thus far in this
discussion of granting permanent nor-
mal trade relations for China, and I
think it is important for folks to recog-
nize that the permanent normal trade
relations with China opens China’s
market to the United States, which has
not been opened heretofore. If we were
to continue the annual renewal of nor-
mal trade relations with China, 134
countries on the face of this earth will
have access to that huge market, the
biggest market on the face of this
earth. They will have accessed that
market, and we will be the only coun-
try that has not accessed that market.

We have let them, since 1980, access
our market and that has produced in-
deed a rather sizable trade deficit; and
it has produced a sizable trade deficit
because we have not enjoyed reci-
procity. What we are accomplishing
here with China’s accession into the
World Trade Organization is reci-
procity.

I would like to include one more
comment here and it is by Clyde
Prestowitz, and it was in the Wall
Street Journal and he points out,
‘‘There is a final, most important rea-
son to grant China PNTR.’’ And keep
in mind he was a trade negotiator for
the Reagan administration, and he is
currently president of the Economic
Strategy Institute, a Washington-based
think tank. He says, ‘‘For 30 years the
U.S. has worked to bring China more
fully into the community of nations,
and to promote both economic develop-
ment and a more liberal society. The
policy has been working. Anyone who
saw China in the early 1980s and com-
pares it with today must be amazed.
Bicycles and drab Mao suits have
morphed into traffic jams and bright
fashions; the freedom and the range of
individual choices available to the av-
erage person has expanded exponen-
tially. After years of estrangement,
China is asking to join the inter-
national community. To turn it down
at the very moment it is moving in the
direction we have desired would be a
tragic and historic mistake.’’

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DUNN), our distinguished colleague on
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
talk about another facet of this great
debate about opening up trade with
China. For decades our foreign policy
needed to rely on strong international
leadership that was backed by sci-
entific ingenuity embodied in the tip of
ballistic missiles. It was our unwaver-
ing commitment to freedom and con-
fidence in our ideals that helped to seal
the victory over Communism. Al-
though our ideals and our commitment
are the same today, clearly the tools of
freedom and democracy are changing.
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In the next century, it will be the di-
plomacy of trade, and the growth of
the Internet that ensure continued
United States leadership throughout
the globe.

The power of the Internet will define
the way we communicate in our per-
sonal relationships, our business deal-
ings, and in our political advocacy
throughout this new century. And once
again, the United States is leading the
revolution. In fact, some of the most
powerful and innovative high-tech
companies in the world are based in the
United States.

These companies employ the most
highly-paid, highly-skilled workforce
in the world and are helping to raise
the standard of living for millions of
Americans. So what does it mean that
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the new bilateral trade agreement
signed between the United States and
China commits China to living under
the information technology agree-
ment?

Mr. Speaker, it means that tariffs on
United States computer equipment will
phase down to zero in China and the
growing middle class in China will
begin to have access to low-cost tools
with which to link themselves to the
world.

Despite attempts by the Beijing gov-
ernment to control content on the
Web, the unleashing of the Internet by
foreign-owned companies can only
mean less control from Beijing and
greater independence and control for
the Chinese people to experience eco-
nomic freedom. The Internet is a liber-
ating force for Chinese citizenry who
are anxious to engage in the world.

If we do not normalize trade rela-
tions with China, however, we will cede
our international leadership to our
trading partners, such as the European
Union, which just finalized a trade
agreement with China last week.

Equally as important, if we do not
clear the way for China’s accession to
the World Trade Organization, the
strong democratic government which
continues to flourish on the island of
Taiwan will never be admitted to this
international body of trading nations.
That is why Chen Shui-bian, the newly-
elected President of Taiwan, supports
normalizing the trade between China
and the United States.

Clearly, the United States and every
other WTO member country will ben-
efit by having Taiwan as an official
member of the WTO. Yet it is the pol-
icy of the WTO that Taiwan will not
accede to the body and enjoy the bene-
fits of its membership until China
itself accedes.

Earlier this year, I introduced a reso-
lution to express a sense of Congress
that Taiwan should accede to the WTO
as the next order of business at the
same general council meeting at which
China accedes.

I am very pleased that my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) have agreed
to include this language in their pro-
posal.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has
proven to be on the right side of his-
tory time and time again, because we
do not deny the fundamental need of
the human spirit, individual liberty.

As the promise of free and fair trade
spreads this message, we should nei-
ther fear this opportunity nor apolo-
gize for the advancement of American
ideals. Engaging China as a willing
trade partner and taking our message
to her people will prove time and time
again to be the right course.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this effort.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from the
sovereign State of Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, up until the vote in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means last week, I
had truly been undecided by this issue.
I believe in the benefits of free trade,
but that does not mean that one signs
up for a bad deal; that is why I voted
against NAFTA. But as a supporter of
annual renewal of normal trade rela-
tions with China, I found it hard to be
adamantly opposed to doing in one
vote what I was prepared to do on a
year-by-year basis, especially consid-
ering the benefits of the agreement to
the United States.

I take human rights, labor rights, re-
ligious freedom and environmental pro-
tection seriously, and no Member of
this House has had a stronger labor
voting record over the last 12 years.
But I find it hard to accept the notion
that the failure to move China suffi-
ciently on these issues meant that we
had to continue the same old strategy.

I took seriously the argument that
China has never lived up to its trade
agreements in the past, and it cer-
tainly bothers me, and I think it will
be a long-term struggle to get China to
fully implement this agreement, a job
with a greater chance of success if we
work within the world community,
rather going our own way.

I believe the Levin-Bereuter proposal
to be crucial to this vote and want to
commend both gentlemen for their out-
standing efforts. While opponents of
China PNTR must oppose and down-
play the proposal at this time, I think
a commission which functions daily to
promote the cause of human rights and
labor rights in China is far more valu-
able than an annual debate that
threatens nobody.

And I found great comfort in my talk
with former President Jimmy Carter
about advancing human and labor
rights in China. Who, in the annals of
American political life, has more im-
peccable credentials about human
rights than Jimmy Carter?

Finally, I do worry about the na-
tional security implications of rejec-
tion of China by the United States. I
fail to see how this helps Taiwan or
how it helps make China a more re-
sponsible actor in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion. It would not be fair to say that
China would be isolated if we deny
them PNTR, because they will still be
part of the WTO, no matter what we
do. It would be fair to say, however,
they would be more isolated from us.

It is a tough call, Mr. Speaker, but in
the last analysis, granting China PNTR
is far better for the United States than
denying it.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CONDIT).

(Mr. CONDIT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONDIT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the bill. I rise in opposition to granting
Permanent Normal Trade Relations with
China. Let me be very clear, I am not opposed

to an open trade policy and I am not an isola-
tionist. But, I also do not believe in trade at
any price. Our experiences in this body and
on this floor with so-called ‘‘free trade’’ agree-
ments show they have all come with fairly high
price tags. They end up being neither free nor
fair.

Since 1992, we have entered into four bilat-
eral trade agreements with China. In these
agreements, China agreed to open their mar-
kets, end exporting products made in forced
labor camps, limit quotas on Chinese textiles
exports and pledged to protect US patents,
trademarks and copyrights for intellectual pi-
racy.

Yet, according to annual reports of the
United States Trade Representative and the
U.S. State Department, China has violated
each of these agreements. Is it any wonder
our trade deficit with China has grown from $6
billion in 1989 to $70 billion in 1999?

In terms of trade alone, there is more than
enough reason to merit a ‘‘no’’ vote. Yet there
are many other reasons which stack together
in building a no vote.

I am particularly disturbed when I hear how
this bill is somehow American agriculture’s
new best friend. Under last year’s agreement
for China’s accession to the World Trade Or-
ganization, China agreed to import ‘‘all types
of U.S. wheat from all regions of the U.S. to
all ports in China.’’ Yet, it is very interesting to
note China’s chief WTO negotiator said earlier
this year that his government agreed only
theoretically.

‘‘. . . It is a complete misunderstanding to
expect this grain to enter the country . . . Bei-
jing only conceded a theoretical opportunity for
the export of grain,’’ he was quoted as saying
in the South China Morning Post.

As far as beef is concerned, the Administra-
tion said it expects China to lift the ban on all
U.S. meat and poultry exports, yet this same
Chinese official said: ‘‘In terms of meat im-
ports, we have not actually made any material
concessions.’’

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues why are
we so willing to jump on the agriculture band-
wagon? Growers in my district are already
placed on an uneven slope because of the
phase out of Methyl Bromide. With entry into
the WTO—which incidentally recognizes China
as a ‘developing’ nation the same as Mexico
and Chile—Chinese farmers will be allowed to
use Methyl Bromide until 2015 while our pro-
ducers adhere to the Montreal Protocol and
phase out the fumigant.

Though we have extended our unilateral
phase out until 2005, where is there a guar-
antee the WTO will not continue to define
China as a developing country allowing even
further unfavorable treatment?

In regards to our relationship with Taiwan—
who happens to be one of our largest trading
partners—I am very disappointed that we
didn’t allow the amendment of my good friend,
the gentleman from California, to ensure that
should we adopt this agreement if China
should attack or blockade Taiwan, PNTR
would be revoked. I think that is a very rea-
sonable and balanced approach.

It also leads to a bigger problem—that of
U.S. national security interests. China is one
of the world’s largest exporters of missile tech-
nology and weapons of mass destruction.
Their clientele reads like America’s Most
Wanted list: Libya, Iran, North Korea. China
has repeatedly sold components and missiles
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capable of carrying nuclear, biological and
chemical weapons to rogue nations. Should
we dismiss the Cox Report and its findings
that China has stolen information on our latest
nuclear weapons placing us at jeopardy?

In it’s findings, the Cox Report wrote, ‘‘. . .
a PRC (People’s Republic of China) deploy-
ment of mobile thermonuclear weapons, or
neutron bombs, based on stolen U.S. design
information, could have significant effect on
the regional balance of power, particularly with
respect to Taiwan. PRC deployments of ad-
vanced nuclear weapons based on stolen U.S.
design information would pose greater risks to
U.S. troops and interests in Asia and the Pa-
cific.’’

In terms of human rights and religious per-
secution, the Chinese record is simply abys-
mal. I have never been one to insist our trad-
ing partners or even our allies to be just like
us in the way they conduct their lives. I fully
support self determination but the Chinese
record in this area is horrible. I reject the no-
tion that somehow China will mystically trans-
form itself into a Western-style democracy in
the areas of free speech, worker’s rights, polit-
ical dissent, religious persecution and pro-
tecting the environment with this agreement.

What this comes down to is big business is
looking to become even bigger. Sometimes,
however, the price of doing business is just
too steep to pay.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) who realizes that, like
NAFTA, PNTR will promote global
business and undermine environmental
protections, undermine labor standards
and undermine human rights.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, here in Congress we
pride ourselves in our commitment to-
ward the spread of democratic ideals
and the improvement of human rights
around the globe, but something in our
China policy is amiss.

During the weeks approaching this
vote, America’s most prominent CEOs
walked the halls of Congress and told
us they want access to the 1.2 billion
Chinese customers, what they do not
say is that their real interest is in ac-
cess to 1.2 billion Chinese workers,
workers whom they pay 20 cents, 30
cents, 40 cents an hour.

These CEOs will tell us that increas-
ing trade with China will allow human
rights to improve. They will tell us
that democracy will flourish with in-
creased trade. But as these CEOs speak
democratic ideals, their companies sys-
tematically violate the most funda-
mental of human and worker rights.
Engagement with China, 10 years of en-
gagement has not worked because in-
vestors in China have not wanted
change.

In the last 5 years, Western invest-
ment in developing countries has shift-
ed from countries like India, a democ-
racy, to countries like China, where
workers are paid only a few cents an
hour, from countries like Taiwan, a de-
mocracy, to countries like Indonesia
with authoritarian regimes.

The share of developing country ex-
ports to the U.S. for democratic na-

tions fell from 53 percent to 34 percent.
In manufacturing goods, developing de-
mocracies saw their share of devel-
oping country exports fall 21 points
from 56 percent to 35 percent. The
money went from developing democ-
racies to developing authoritarian
countries.

Western corporations want to invest
in countries that have below-poverty
wages, poor environmental standards,
no worker benefits, no opportunity to
bargain collectively. As developing
countries make progress towards de-
mocracies, as they increase worker
rights and create laws to protect the
environment, the American business
community punishes them by pulling
its trade and investment in favor of a
totalitarian government.

Decisions, Mr. Speaker, about the
Chinese economy are made by three
groups, the Chinese Communist party,
the People’s Liberation Army, and
Western investors. Which one of these
three want Chinese society to change?
Does the Chinese Communist party
want the Chinese people to enjoy in-
creased human rights? I do not think
so. Does the People’s Liberation Army
want to close the labor camps in
China? I do not think so. Do Western
investors want Chinese workers to bar-
gain collectively and pay higher wages?
I do not think so.

Mr. Speaker, passing PNTR will lock
in the status quo: More slave labor,
more child labor, more human rights
violations, more threats against Tai-
wan, more crackdowns on religious
freedoms.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues
vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CRANE) has 33 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) has 381⁄2 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) has 37 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) has 391⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, let me say that we have
heard today that there is reciprocity in
PNTR. Anyone who talks about reci-
procity in PNTR probably has not read
this. Let me just say that, at the end of
5 years, there are still going to be 25
percent tariffs; on cars, 45 percent; on
motorcycles, 30 percent; these are all
tariffs on American goods while our
tariff has virtually been eliminated.

There is no reciprocity with PNTR.
They may bring down their out-
rageously immoral and anti-American
tariffs, this unfair situation we have
now, but they then still keep the tar-
iffs way above anything in the United
States. We eliminate ours. They freeze
their high tariffs against their prod-
ucts in permanently. That is not reci-
procity.

Plus there are still requirements that
American companies going there will

have to partner in many cases, for ex-
ample, 51 percent of all telecommuni-
cations investment has to be owned
and controlled by Chinese. We are pro-
viding them technology, manufac-
turing, investment. What are they pro-
viding us? They are flooding our mar-
kets with cheap goods and putting our
people out of work.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, as my
colleagues come to the floor and vote,
there are three questions that we must
consider. First, will China comply with
the agreements under PNTR better
than they have done in the past? Two,
will China continue to use its trade
surplus with the U.S. to expand its
military complex? Three, will democ-
racy increase in China because of this
agreement?

Let us look at this first chart. I
would like to point out that China has
lowered its tariffs as part of its prior
agreement. In fact, in 1995, they low-
ered it from 42 percent to 17 percent.
But as my colleagues can see, the def-
icit increased dramatically. In fact,
last year, it was $70 billion. So based
on history, I questioned the real bene-
fits of China’s lowering its tariffs.

I would also like to point out that
while some agricultural products re-
ceived very favorable treatment, oth-
ers did not. So I submit that not every-
one will benefit from this agreement.

Remember, there are 700 million
farmers in China, and we have about 2
million. In this chart, my colleagues
will see that China consistently over-
produces its agriculture commodities
and actually exports some citrus prod-
ucts up to 300 times what it imports.

Finally, can China be trusted? China,
as we know, has violated both the let-
ter and the spirit of past agreements,
ranging from intellectual property
rights to weapon proliferation.

Furthermore, China’s defense spend-
ing has grown roughly at the same rate
as its economy. We can expect the
trend to continue as China takes in
more U.S. dollars.

On a final note, our last chart, in
1989, students erected this statue in
Tiananmen Square, the Goddess of De-
mocracy, a model of the Statue of Lib-
erty because the symbol of democracy
was a movement in China at that time,
that point.

I ask my colleagues, in conclusion, is
China closer to freedom than it was in
1989? Are they continuing to get more
belligerent? The real question is, would
it not be wiser to grant incremental
agreements with China and then trust
but verify periodically? Those are the
questions you must answer honestly
before you vote ‘‘yes’’ for PNTR.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

(Mr. BEREUTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want

to respond to some of the points
brought up by the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

First of all, some of the agricultural
and other export subsidies are elimi-
nated by the agreement or substan-
tially reduced and that will affect the
trade statistics be offered now and in
the future. Additionally, of course, in
the PNTR agreement that the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and
I offered, we have strong compliance
and enforcement resources made avail-
able to our executive branch to better
assure that China does keep its prom-
ise and promote the rule of law.

China does have a mixed trade record
on compliance. But I would remind the
gentleman, that just very recently,
kept their promise to buy citrus prod-
ucts from the gentleman’s State. How-
ever, I say most importantly, China’s
entry into the WTO subjects them to
the WTO dispute settlement mecha-
nism. That is the big advancement to
require compliance with the trade
promises in its accession agreements.

Mr. Speaker, extending my remarks this
member reminds his colleague that today this
body will cast one of its most significant votes
affecting American national security and eco-
nomic prosperity when it determines the fate
of permanent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR)
status for China. Despite the supercharged
and misleading claims by opponents that this
is a vote about rewarding China, it is not that
at all, but instead a vote for our own national
interests. And, PNTR is, indeed, in America’s
short- and long-term national interest for three
crucial reasons.

First, PNTR benefits American economic
prosperity. Regardless of how this body votes
on PNTR, China will join the WTO and be re-
quired to take major actions to open up its
vast market of 1.2 billion consumers. As part
of China’s WTO accession process, the U.S.
negotiated an outstanding market access
agreement which significantly lowers China’s
high import tariffs and allows for direct mar-
keting and distributing in China. For example,
the tariff on beef will fall from 45 percent to
just 12 percent. Quantitative restrictions on oil-
seeds and soybean imports are abolished. In-
deed, it is projected that by 2003, China could
account for 37 percent of future growth in U.S.
agricultural exports. Given that America’s mar-
kets are already open at WTO standards to
Chinese exports, the U.S. has effectively given
up nothing; all the concessions have been
made by China. Prior to the agreement, China
frequently required manufacturing offsets—
most products sold in China had to be made
in China. This export-oriented agreement abol-
ishes that unfair offset and eliminates currently
required industrial technology transfers allow-
ing products made in America to be sold in
China. Approval of PNTR makes it less likely
that American companies need to open for-
eign factories and thereby export jobs.

To access all of these benefits, WTO rules
require the U.S. to provide China with perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations status, some-
thing that is granted to all the other 135 mem-
bers of the WTO and have provided to China
on an annual basis for over 20 years. The fail-
ure to provide PNTR to China will remove the
legal obligation for China to provide any of

these hard-sought benefits to the United
States even as China is required to open up
its market to our foreign competitors and all
other WTO members. Without PNTR, America
is unilaterally giving away the Chinese market-
place to our Japanese, European and other
international competitors at the disastrous ex-
pense of U.S. exports and the jobs they create
at home.

Second, PNTR supports the U.S. national
security objective of maintaining peace and
stability in East Asia. Sino-American relations
are increasingly problematic and uncertain. In
the wake of our accidental bombing of China’s
embassy in Belgrade and China’s confusion
about U.S. continuing support for Taiwan, re-
jection of PNTR could result in a resurgence
of resentful nationalism as hard-liners in Bei-
jing characterize a negative PNTR vote as an
American attempt to weaken and contain
China. Resources China currently devotes to
economic reform could easily be reallocated to
military expansion with adverse consequences
for Taiwan and our allies in Korea and Japan,
and a destabilized region. Confronting China
in this scenario will require much more than
the 100,000 strong force we presently have in
the Pacific. China is not a strategic partner; it
is increasingly as economic competitor that is
growing as a regional power. However, it is
not an adversary. If the United States is astute
and firm—if America increases our engage-
ment with China and helps integrate it into the
international community—it is certainly still
possible to encourage China along the path to
a complementary relationship with America in-
stead of an incredible level of conflict.

Third, China is emerging from years of iso-
lation and the future direction of China re-
mains in flux—more than any major country.
WTO accession and PNTR are critical for the
success of China’s economic reform process
and Chinese leaders, like Premier Zhu
Ronghi, who support it. These reforms, being
pursued over the formidable opposition of old-
style Communist hardliners, will eventually
provide the foundation for a more open econ-
omy there, a process that, in the long term,
should facilitate political liberalization and im-
proved human rights. In the near term, China
will be required more and more to govern civil
society on the basis of the rule of law, clearly
a positive development we should be encour-
aging.

China’s accession to the WTO with PNTR
status does not guarantee that China will al-
ways take a responsible, constructive course.
That is why the distinguished gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and this Member pro-
posed an initiative that incorporates special
import anti-surge protections for the U.S. and
other trade enforcement resources for our
government to ensure China’s compliance with
WTO rules. This initiative also proposes a new
Congressional-Executive Commission on Chi-
nese Human Rights that will report to the Con-
gress annually on human rights concerns, in-
cluding recommendations for timely legislative
action.

When it is time to cast the vote, Congress
must ask, ‘‘is PNTR in America’s long and
short term national interest?’’ On all accounts,
the answer is clearly, ‘‘yes.’’

THE LEVIN-BEREUTER PROPOSAL

Mr. Speaker, following the signing of the
‘‘Agreement on market Access Between the
People’s Republic China and the United
States of America’’ on November 15, 1999, it

became apparent to this Member that the
House would finally consider providing China
with Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) in the context of China’s accession to
the World Trade Organization (WTO) some-
time during this Congress. However, the con-
cerns in Congress about Sino-American rela-
tions continue to multiply in scope and seri-
ousness. These concerns are strong enough
with enough of our colleagues so as to make
the passage of a simple, clean PNTR bill un-
certain. Something else would be needed to
help address these concerns in a meaningful
way and replace what has become an annual
debate on China resulting from the annual
NTR renewal process. This Member con-
cluded that there would be a need for PNTR-
compatible parallel legislation. The distin-
guished gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
was of the same mind-frame and working on
his won parallel proposal. About a month ago
we combined our efforts and have worked
closely together in a very cooperative and bi-
partisan manner to produce the China-specific
Levin-Bereuter proposal.

Mr. Speaker, the special 12-year important
anti-surge protections in our original package
were incorporated into H.R. 4444 by the Ways
and Means Committee during its mark-up of
the bill. The remainder of the Levin-Bereuter
proposal was incorporated into H.R. 4444 by
the Rules Committee.

This includes:
1. The Congressional-Executive Commis-

sion on the people’s Republic of China. This
Commission is based on the OSCE Commis-
sion model and would be comprised of nine
Members of the House, nine Senators and five
appointees from the Executive Branch. The
Commission would produce an annual report
to the President and Congress evaluating
human rights in China with, should it deem ap-
propriate, recommendations. Within 30 days of
the receipt of this report, the House Inter-
national Relations Committee would be re-
quired to hold at least one public hearing on
the report, and on the basis of recommenda-
tions in the report, decide, in a timely manner,
what legislation to report for House action.

2. Monitoring and Enforcement of China’s
WTO Commitments. Included in this section of
the legislative proposal is a direction to the
U.S. Trade Representative to seek an annual
review by the WTO of China’s compliance and
commitments to the WTO. We authorize addi-
tional staff and resources to the Department of
Commerce, State, and Agriculture and to the
USTR to monitor and support the enforcement
of China’s trade commitments. The establish-
ment of a Trade Law Technical Assistance
Center to assist businesses and workers in
evaluating the potential remedies to any trade
violations by China is also authorized. We also
require an annual report by the USTR to the
Congress evaluating China’s compliance with
its WTO commitments.

3. Task Force on Prison Labor Exports. The
Levin-Bereuter proposal establishes a new
inter-agency task forced to improve the en-
forcement of our own laws preventing the im-
portation of prison labor products. It also di-
rects the U.S. to enter into new agreements
with China to improve the ability to investigate
prison-labor export concerns.

4. Trade and Rule of Law Programs. The
proposal authorizes new commercial, labor,
legal and civil society rule of law programs for
China.
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5. Taiwan and the WTO. Incorporating the

language of H. Con. Res. 262, the Dunn-Be-
reuter resolution, we call for the accession of
Taiwan to the WTO as the next order of busi-
ness at the same general counsel meeting
after China’s accession—in other words, the
near simultaneity of accession by Taiwan.

Mr. Speaker, this Member believes that
these additional provisions, particularly the
Commission on Chinese Human Rights with
the guaranteed review of its findings and rec-
ommendations by the appropriate standing
committee in the House, do, indeed, address
the multi-faceted concerns of our colleagues.
The Levin-Bereuter initiative assures that Chi-
na’s compliance with their commitments and
their human rights record will certainly not be
ignored by the Congress or the Executive
Branch after China receives PNTR. The Com-
mission will be a far more effective way to ad-
dress human rights issues than the noisy but
ineffective annual debate on extending NTR.

Now, to respond to some of the points that
have been raised in this debate, this Member
will offer the following rebuttals:

ON GRANTING PNTR VERSUS GRANTING NTR

China has been provided with Normal Trade
Relations (previously known as Most Favored
Nation) status since 1979—for over 20 years.
During the first 10 of those years, no one ob-
jected even though the economic and human
rights situation in China was worse than today.
Since the U.S. gives up nothing and China
makes all the concessions with the new bilat-
eral WTO accession agreement, what is the
real difference between providing NTR and
PNTR for China? The removal of what has be-
come a noisy but ineffective debate on China.
Indeed, with PNTR, we will replace this one-
day debate with a Congressional-Executive
Commission on Chinese Human Rights that
will concentrate on China every day—365
days a year, will report annually to Congress
and whose report and recommendations are
guaranteed to be considered in the Congress
annually.

ON THE TRANSFER OF U.S. JOBS TO CHINA

Since, in the U.S.-China bilateral trade
agreement the U.S. gives up nothing, who
benefits most from PNTR? U.S. exporters.

Since the bilateral agreement requires
China to halt its current practice of requiring
technology transfer and manufacturing offsets,
who benefits most from PNTR? American
workers. This provision makes it much less
likely that U.S. companies build factories in
China. With PNTR, American products can be
exported, distributed and marketed directly in
China. That means jobs STAY in America.

Opponents reference to an International
Trade Commission (ITC) study purportedly
stating PNTR will result in job losses is wrong.
Here in writing is a letter from the ITC itself
verifying that it did not generate any forecasts
regarding jobs. The ITC itself says that its
study has been misrepresented and its meth-
odology misunderstood by the special-interest
supported Economic Policy Institute reported
opponents are quoting.

ON THE CONCERN THAT PNTR ONLY BENEFITS
COMMUNISTS

The claim is made that PNTR only rewards
the Communists in China. That is inaccurate.
Up 40% of the Chinese economy, according to
the State Department, is now privatized and
corporatized and this sector of the Chinese
economy is growing every day. These are pri-

vate enterprises, non-communist entre-
preneurs and American investors. This is the
economic sector that will IMPORT American
products, services and ideas. In contrast, the
Communist hardliners are opposed to PNTR
and China’s WTO accession because they ac-
curately see PNTR and WTO accession as
foundations for building a strong private sec-
tor—the nemesis of Communist control!

ON THE CONCERN THAT CHINA HAS NEVER COMPLIED
WITH TRADE AGREEMENTS

China’s record is admittedly mixed. Failure
to provide PNTR guarantees that America’s
Japanese, European and other foreign com-
petitors have access to China’s market at the
disastrous expense of U.S. exports. Even a
deal honored in a patchy manner would help
American business more than no deal at all.
Allowing Airbus rather than Boeing to export to
China hurts American workers. That’s why
Boeing’s 40,000-strong machinists union en-
dorses PNTR.

The Levin-Bereuter addition to PNTR has
important China trade compliance monitoring
and enforcement resources.

Access to the WTO dispute settlement proc-
ess, availably only with PNTR, gives us a sig-
nificant multi-lateral trade agreement enforce-
ment mechanism.

China HAS complied with trade agree-
ments—note the recent Bilateral Agricultural
agreement. China has already purchased
wheat from the Northwest, Citrus from Florida,
California and Arizona and hogs from Ne-
braska.

ON THE U.S.-CHINA TRADE DEFICIT

Opponents are taking the ITC study way out
of context. The ITC does not take U.S. serv-
ices or distribution into account. Services now
represent 2⁄3 of the U.S. economy. The ITC
only examines 1⁄3 of the U.S. economy.

While the ITC report stated that the U.S. bi-
lateral trade deficit with China would likely in-
crease at first with China’s accession to the
WTO, it also continued stating that ‘‘at the
same time the U.S. global trade deficit would
decrease as a result of larger exports to other
East Asian countries.’’ Overall, we benefit and
our deficit decreases.

China will join the WTO regardless of our
vote today. Failure to provide PNTR unilater-
ally gives away the Chinese market to our
Japanese, European and other foreign com-
petitors at the expense of American exports—
our outstanding and hard-sought agreement
with China is export-oriented allowing products
made in America to be sold and distributed in
china. Restricting U.S. exports, which denial of
PNTR would do, would increase our deficit
with China. Giving American exports a fair
chance to compete in china will help lower the
deficit.

ON CONCERNS WITH REGARD TO RELIGIOUS FREEDOM

Religious freedom is repressed in China.
Promoting economic reform and rule of law in
China, which PNTR and engagement does, is
superior to isolating China and turning our
back on religious followers. voting NO on
PNTR only bolsters the position of the hard-
liners in Beijing—the very element repressing
religion. That is why religious leaders, includ-
ing the Dalai Lama, and especially those in
the underground in China support China’s ac-
cession to the WTO and reliable U.S. engage-
ment.

The Helsinki-type Human Rights Commis-
sion in the PNTR legislation is required to

monitor and report on ‘‘religious freedom, in-
cluding the right to worship free of involvement
of and interference by the government’’. Vot-
ing no on PNTR is a rejection of this Commis-
sion.

When asked whether the new Commission
on Chinese Human Rights truly addresses the
concerns raised by the current Religious Free-
dom Commission, Commissioner Elliot
Abrams responded, ‘‘I think it does address
the kind of concerns that we’ve raised. We’re
looking for some kind of mechanism for con-
stant monitoring, and it does address that.’’
(Ways and Means Committee testimony, 5/3/
00)

ON TAIWAN AND WTO

President Chen of Taiwan has endorsed
PNTR for China (LA Times Interview, 3/22/00).
It appears a little self-presumptuous for us to
claim to know and care more about Taiwan’s
position than Taiwan’s own democratically-
elected President.

The Levin-Bereuter addition to the PNTR
legislation calls for the near simultaneity of
WTO accession by Taiwan-as the next order
of business at the same general council meet-
ing after China’s accession.

Given Taiwan’s significant investment in
China, it is in China’s own self-interest to allow
Taiwan’s accession.

If China threatens or attacks Taiwan, the
President of the United States already has the
authority under the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act (IEEPA) to suspend
PNTR benefits. He can even go much further
and restrict imports from or even embargo
China! IEEPA is fully consistent with Article 21
of the WTO. Remember, Iran, Iraq and Libya
all have PNTR and Cuba is a member of the
WTO, yet we have WTO-consistent embar-
goes against all of them!

Mr. Speaker, this Member strongly urges
adoption passage of H.R. 4444.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS)
from Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. THOMAS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I do want
to compliment everyone involved in
this process. When the democratically-
elected representative legislative sys-
tem functions, it is a wonder to behold,
and we are in the process of doing that
today.
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I do hear these concerns. I am not
going to talk about trade, although I
am on the Subcommittee on Trade.
Just go back and read the history on
Smoot-Hawley. No one should argue
that this is not going to benefit all
concerned, especially the United
States.

I do want to address my colleagues
who are concerned about the progress
that has been made in China with this
Communist regime that has been in for
about 50 years. We inherited a lot of
concepts of Western Civilization. Prob-
ably the most important, coming from
the Greeks, is the inherent worth of
the individual, the concept that one is
worth something simply because one is
alive. We have institutions structured
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on that basis. The institutions are here
to further the individual, not the other
way around.

But if we go back to 1776 when we de-
clared our independence and we said all
men are created equal, it was 12 years
later, in 1788, that we wrote the Con-
stitution. There was not religious free-
dom as we know it in the first amend-
ment in 1788. It was not until 1791,
when the Bill of Rights was ratified.
And as a matter of fact, the Bill of
Rights was not ratified in Massachu-
setts, Georgia, or Connecticut until
1939.

Eighty-nine years after the Declara-
tion of Independence, the 13th Amend-
ment ended slavery; 144 years after the
Declaration of Independence, women
were given the right to vote; 178 years
after the Declaration of Independence,
we said separate but equal is inher-
ently unequal; and it was 186 years
after the Declaration of Independence
that we said one person, one vote. The
purest statement of all men are created
equal.

So when people are upset over a 10-
or a 20- or a 30-year period of the fail-
ure of China to take a foreign concept,
the inherent worth of the individual,
and fundamentally restructure their
society, I would say, take a look at our
history.

And lastly, let me say this, for those
of my colleagues who are going to vote
‘‘no.’’ We do know what that ‘‘no’’ vote
means. It does not mean that we will
keep China out of the WTO. It does
mean that the hard-liners, the people
who are looking for excuses inside
China to continue to foment real con-
cern about our national security, will
have a card that they can play at any
time. And probably, most importantly,
one of the reasons I am so pleased we
have come together today is that it
will be reported that my colleagues
voting ‘‘no’’ are on the wrong side of
history.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), a member of our com-
mittee.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, my first
concern in evaluating this agreement
has been deciding what course would be
most supportive of the interests of cen-
tral Texas families. I believe that more
trade will mean more good, high-wage,
technology jobs not only for central
Texas but for all of America.

A vote against normal trade with
China will only deny American firms
the access to Chinese markets that will
now be open to all of our competitors
around the world. This would likely
disrupt commerce without resolving
any of our human rights, worker rights
or environmental concerns.

I applaud the successful effort of the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
and the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER) to amend this bill to create
a commission to monitor human rights
and trade policy in China. To be sure,
this is an imperfect answer, but so is
the way we have conducted our annual

review process for the last 20 years.
That unusual existing process does not
appear to have been particularly effec-
tive over in the last two decades in se-
curing improvement in these areas ei-
ther. I believe that this Commission
represents a better alternative. We will
not gain leverage over the Chinese by
voting against continuing our commer-
cial relationship. Rather, engagement
and continual annual reminders
through this commission of the need to
have a more open Chinese society are
more likely to produce that result.

I also appreciate the willingness of
the administration to provide both
more meaningful environmental review
of our trade agreements and the first
genuine participation by the environ-
mental and public health communities
in shaping trade policy. Our trade pol-
icy must be significantly improved to
take into consideration the environ-
mental and public health consequences
of our decisions. Recognizing its many
shortcomings, and recognizing the need
for significant reforms to open it up to
meaningful public participation, the
World Trade Organization will at least
be one more form of international rule
with which the Chinese must comply.

Both sides of this debate have ad-
vanced some meritorious arguments,
and some overstatements. I believe a
vote to continue normal trade rela-
tions with China, a country containing
one-fifth of the people of the world,
will neither guarantee a new China nor
the catastrophical end of old jobs in
America. On balance, an affirmative
vote is the best overall choice for the
security of American families.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. CLEMENT), who recognizes
that a trade deal with China gives
away our leverage to protect the lives
and human beings and slaves in China.

(Mr. CLEMENT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise today as a strong sup-
porter of fair trade and free trade, but
as one who is convinced that relin-
quishing the leveraging tool the annual
vote on normal trade relations provides
is a grave mistake.

Let me be clear. I am not here to call
for an end to our trade relationship
with China. I know the importance of
trade to our current economic pros-
perity, and I support economic engage-
ment. I supported NAFTA, GATT, Fast
Track, and the African trade bill we
just recently passed. But what I cannot
support is relinquishing our annual re-
view of China’s progress towards free
market reform and a democratic soci-
ety. I cannot, in good conscience,
award China PNTR when there are se-
rious national security concerns; when
China’s records of compliance with
past agreements leaves much to be de-
sired; and when China’s progress on
economic power and technological de-
velopment has overlooked progress on
human rights and religious freedom.

I was one of the authors of the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act, which
established an independent commission
led by Ambassador-at-Large Bob
Seiple. This commission released ear-
lier this month a report which notes a
marked deterioration in China’s reli-
gious freedom during the last year.
This is unconscionable.

If America stands for anything, it
stands for personal freedom and in-
alienable rights for all people. Grant-
ing PNTR today sends China the mes-
sage that we approve of their political
system as it stands today, and that is
clearly not the case.

While I was home last weekend, I
talked to a number of farmers and
small businessmen who expressed their
concern that they felt like they were
not getting a fair shake, and I could
not agree more. Our farmers and small
business people are facing tremendous
challenges these days. But I am con-
vinced that replacing annual normal
trade relations with permanent normal
trade relations is not the answer.

I am not sure this switch will solve
our problem. Vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER).

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I did
want to say, with respect to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee, that first of all
the commission established by the ini-
tiative of the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN) and this member gives
Congress this annual report and rec-
ommendations not just annually but
on any occasion during the year. And
the House International Relations
Committee would be required upon re-
ceipt of an annual report of findings
and recommendations to hold at least
one public hearing, within 30 days, to
make a decision within 45 days whether
to advance legislation to the floor and
to have such resolution available for
House action within 60 days from the
receipt of the annual report.

This OSCE-type commission is a far
more effective mechanism than the an-
nual ineffective harangue during the
NTR extension vote that goes on here
once a year.

Mr. Speaker, this Member would also
say that action on the recommendation
of the OSCE-type Commission, the
China Human Rights Commission,
takes only the action of this Congress,
unlike the Helsinki Commission, which
effectively requires the action of over
50 nation members.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. METCALF) and would
just note that I disagree totally with
what was just said.

(Mr. METCALF asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, in Feb-
ruary this year, China’s army threat-
ened long-distance missile strikes
against the U.S. Later that month, its
defense minister threatened to attack
U.S. aircraft carriers if they came near
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the Taiwan Strait. In April, the Chi-
nese military review threatened neu-
tron bomb attacks against both U.S.
carriers and against the U.S. mainland.
America was threatened with heavy
casualties.

The leading reformer that we are
asked to support, the Chinese premier,
has pledged to end the democratic
independence of Taiwan, a critical U.S.
ally. The outrageous threats of Chinese
militarists during the lead-up to this
PNTR vote have been beyond the pale.

Let us engage China, yes. Let us
trade with China. But at this time let
us continue to review the relationship
on an annual basis. Reject permanent
PNTR.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ENGLISH), a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. ENGLISH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I will
enter quotations from Chinese human
rights’ activists at the appropriate
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
who all agree that the best way to open
minds is through open markets.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues and I in
Congress remain deeply concerned
about human rights’ violations in
China, but one of the best ways to in-
still American ideals of individual free-
dom and liberty is through opening
China’s borders to American goods and
services. That is what this agreement
does, and that is why I support this
agreement. China’s old hard-line re-
gime would like nothing more than for
these American values and ideas to be
denied access to their country. China’s
membership in the WTO will force
China to play by the rules, protecting
human rights.

May I suggest that engaging China is
the best possible way that Americans
can influence Chinese behavior, en-
hance human rights, strengthen labor
standards, and improve the environ-
ment. And as we can see, a number of
human rights’ activists in China agree
that opening the markets would open
the door for improving human rights.

Mr. Speaker, China’s involvement in
the international trading community
has already improved human rights.
We know that the most repressive peri-
ods of China’s history occurred at
times of international isolation. Expo-
sure to the outside world has increased
openness, social mobility, and personal
liberties for the Chinese people. I think
people need to recognize that engage-
ment does not mean endorsement. Con-
gress will continue to monitor China’s
human rights’ record. Nothing prevents
Congress from legally sanctioning
China and invoking its penalties should
Congress feel China has violated the
spirit and the rule of law with respect
to human rights, even if we pass this
agreement.

Annual human rights reviews will
continue. Future administrations will

continue to conduct annual reviews of
China’s human rights’ record. Nothing
in this legislation changes that. Rath-
er, we have enhanced it under this leg-
islation thanks to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER) and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

I would ask everyone to keep in mind
that this legislation is not only about
exporting American goods to China; it
is also about exporting American val-
ues.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the quotes I referred to earlier:

Human Rights Activists Agree that open
markets mean open minds.

The participation of China in the WTO
would not only have economic and political
benefits, but would serve to bolster those in
China who understand that the country must
embrace the rule of law, which of course is a
key principle underlying active membership
in global trade organizations . . . For those
of us who have long pressed for vigorous ad-
herence to the rule of law in China, it is en-
couraging that so many Chinese officials
support the nation’s entry into groups such
as the WTO.’’—Martin Lee, Chairman of the
Democratic Party of Hong Kong.

‘‘An isolated China will resist change at
home and be likely to behave more aggres-
sively towards its regional neighbors. None
of that serves American interests. Admitting
China into the WTO may not cause it to shed
dictatorship for democracy. But it’s the
right step toward realizing that goal.’’—
Randy Tate, Co-Chair of Working Families
for Free Trade, and Former Executive Direc-
tor of the Christian Coalition.

‘‘All of the fights—for a better environ-
ment, labor rights and human rights—these
fights we will fight in China tomorrow. But
first we must break the monopoly of the
state. To do that, we need a freer market and
the competition mandated by the WTO.’’—
Dai Qing, prominent Chinese environ-
mentalist.

‘‘It is obvious this is a good thing for China
. . . I appreciate the efforts of friends and
colleagues to help our human rights situa-
tion but it doesn’t make sense to use trade
as a lever. It just doesn’t work.’’—Bao Tong,
prominent Chinese dissident.

‘‘For so many years of China’s reform and
opening, these areas couldn’t be opened up
and remained state monopolies. But if eco-
nomic monopolies can be broken, controls in
other areas can have breakthroughs as well.
These breakthroughs won’t necessarily hap-
pen soon. But in the final analysis, in the
minds of ordinary people, it will show that
breakthroughs that were impossible in the
past are indeed possible.’’—Li Ke, Former
Chinese Editor of the Democratic Journal
Fangfa.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. TANNER), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. TANNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I think
anyone listening to this debate would
agree that we are all interested in
changing the behavior of the Chinese
Government towards its people and
human rights and all the rest. We differ
merely on how best to do it.

I am not going to talk about trade ei-
ther, much, except to say that this
should not be called the China PNTR

bill; it ought to be the America PNTR
bill. We give up no leverage. We can
change tomorrow what we have done
today. There is nothing permanent
around here.

But let me just say why I think it is
America’s trade bill. The problem is we
do not have any closed markets to
China. They have got their stuff here.
If my colleagues do not believe me, go
to Wal-Mart. The problem is, we can-
not get our stuff there. And that is why
this is a good deal for America’s work-
ers.

One cannot, by voting no, isolate
China. One, by voting no, can isolate
us. Do my colleagues not understand
that the EU, the South Americans,
Japan, and the rest of Asia are going to
move into that market while we sit
here and watch job loss occur in our
country because we are the ones iso-
lated?
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Now, let me say something about

that. If one reads history, every great
civilization that has fallen has in one
way or another practiced some form of
isolationism. They have tried to erect
barriers against the outside world.
China is now and has been paying a ter-
rible price. China used to be traders
years ago, centuries ago. They went
into an isolation mode, and now we see
the remnants of what was once a great
free civilization in the throes of this
communist dictatorship.

This is about America in the next
century. As I believe the last century
was about the United States and the
Soviet Union and the military powers
that existed then, the Cold War, this
new century is about trade and about
our relationship with China, leading
the world toward human rights
through openness and engagement.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. LIPINSKI), someone who realizes
that slave labor is not the American
way to get cheap T-shirts at Wal-Mart.

(Mr. LIPINSKI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, we should not reward a
totalitarian regime that is run by a
Communist party, a dictatorship, with
little regard for human dignity and
common decency. We should not re-
ward a nation that has, through its ac-
tions and deeds, done so much evil.

Mr. Speaker, we are free Americans,
nurtured on the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. We are the land of Lincoln,
Washington, and Jefferson, Americans
who believe in justice and the dignity
of man.

So let us not abandon our patriotic
morals in favor of corporate profits.
Let me run that by my colleagues once
again. Let us not abandon our patriotic
morals in favor of corporate profits.
Let us not forget the democratic ideals
that formed the foundation of this Na-
tion.
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I urge my colleagues to remember

the lessons from our idealistic youth of
right and wrong and do what is right
and vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR from China.

Mr. Speaker, on the other side of the world
lies an ancient nation with over 1.2 billion peo-
ple living on a land mass covering 3.7 million
miles. It is a 3,500-year-old civilization that
has been at times a friend, at times an enemy,
and at times a stranger. It is a nation of con-
tradictions: clinging to its 3,500-year-old tradi-
tions yet reaching to embrace the 21st cen-
tury; governing by a communist ideology yet
striving for capitalist riches. With more than a
hint of elitism and without the self-effacing hu-
mility Confucius taught, the Chinese referred
to their nation as the Middle Kingdom for hun-
dreds of years until the mid-19th century when
Britain and Western powers fought, won and
carved up China like freshly killed fame.

For the Chinese, one of the worst things to
suffer from is the loss of respect or ‘‘to lose
face’’, and in the years following the first
Opium Wars, that is exactly what happened to
China. It was not just one Chinese person
who ‘‘lost face’’, it was an entire nation. There-
in lies the psyche of the Chinese civilization
and of many of the Chinese people. Wounds
still fresh from its harried humiliation by the
Western powers—150 years is merely a cat-
nap for a nation so old—China yearns to be
a global superpower. For much of the 20th
century, China has been playing catch up with
the West. An inordinate amount of time and
energy went toward improving China’s econ-
omy, military and diplomacy to achieve the
most elusive yet important goal for the Chi-
nese people as a collective whole—to regain
what had been lost—respect. It is the motiva-
tional undercurrent in China’s actions. That is
the important lesson to be learned for the
international community, and the United States
in particular. The lesson is that China is willing
to do whatever it takes, regardless of ruling
ideology, to become a global superpower.

The dangers of such a motivating factor are
readily apparent. China, despite its official pro-
nouncements, has acted in some instances no
different than a rogue nation, such as Libya,
North Korea, or Iraq. Military spending has
shot up over 40 percent in the 1990’s, and re-
search and development of high-tech weapons
of warfare and mass destruction have been
prioritized. China has illegally sold nuclear
technology to Pakistan, smuggled AK–47s into
San Francisco, and collaborates with terrorist
nations such as Iran to improve their missile
and weapons technology. The leaders in Bei-
jing also shot missiles at Taiwan when that
democratic island of 22 million people held its
first democratic elections. This year, the Chi-
nese leaders in Beijing boldly trumpeted the
threat of force to retake Taiwan if reunification
talks do not begin.

In addition, China’s utter contempt for
human rights is well documented. In fact, this
year the Clinton administration’s own State
Department came out with a report detailing
China’s deteriorating human rights record. On
November 29, 1999, Chinese police summarily
arrested and beat Fu Sheng, a member of the
illegal China Democracy Party. Since last July,
more than 35,000 people associated with the
Falun Gong spiritual movement have been de-
tained. No one is safe. Even Christians are
imprisoned and thrown in forced labor camps
strictly on the basis of their religious beliefs.
As recently as February of this year, the 80-

year-old head of China’s underground Roman
Catholic Church who was previously impris-
oned for nearly for 30 years for refusing to de-
nounce the Pope.

China, despite its communist roots and to-
talitarian regime, realizes that in the modern
world it not only takes military strength to be-
come a superpower, it also takes economic
strength. By borrowing pages from the suc-
cess stories of Japan, Singapore, Taiwan and
Hong Kong, China turned toward and em-
braced a managed market economy driven by
export growth as one of the primary engines
for economic growth.

As part of the plan to raise China’s stature
in the international community, China has
been involved in long and protracted negotia-
tions to join GATT, and now, WTO. The 13-
year long effort finally came to a head on No-
vember 15, 1999 when the administration
signed an agreement with China to provide for
her accession to the WTO.

China is widely viewed as having made a
number of major concessions in the agree-
ment, but can we really trust China? Chinese
leaders say one thing and do another. China
has historically agreed to many things and has
implemented relatively few of them. For exam-
ple, after threatened with major trade sanc-
tions by the United States, China agreed to a
sweeping 1992 market access agreement to
remove major market barriers to United States
products. The agreement was supposed to
have been fully implemented by the end of
1997. We’re still waiting.

Mr. Speaker, growing up in post-World War
II Chicago was a learning experience for me.
In school, in church, and in the ballfields, we
learned the difference between right and
wrong, good and bad, friends and enemies.

When we played 16-inch softball, we knew
the rules, and we played by them. We played
with honor. It was wrong to cheat, and cheat-
ers were punished. In school, we learned
about our Nation’s history and how to be good
citizens and proud patriots. In the schoolyards,
we learned who were our friends and who
weren’t. In church, we learned about morality,
God’s teachings on good and evil, and right
and wrong. Those lessons remain with me to
this day.

These things don’t change and, unfortu-
nately, neither has the People’s Republic of
China. Despite all their words, despite all their
promises, their actions speak louder. They
continue to imprison and torture Chinese dis-
sidents, set up slave labor camps, practice
forced abortions, shoot missiles at democratic
Taiwan, sell weapons technology to Libya, and
break trade agreements. They pretend to be
our friends, yet through their actions, reveal
themselves as anything but.

We should not reward a totalitarian regime
that is run by a Communist party—a dictator-
ship with little regard for human dignity and
common decency. We should not reward a
nation that has, through its actions and deeds,
done so much that is wrong.

Mr. Speaker, we are free Americans nur-
tured on the Declaration of Independence. We
are the land of Lincoln, Washington, and Jef-
ferson—Americans who believe in justice and
the dignity of man.

So, let us not abandon our patriotic morals
in favor of corporate profits. Let us not forget
the democratic ideals that form the foundation
of this nation.

I urge my colleagues to remember the les-
sons from their youth—of right and wrong—
and do what is right.

Vote ‘‘no’’ to PNTR for China.
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD).

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I was rated in the top
five free traders in the 105th Congress;
and yet, I reluctantly oppose PNTR for
China, for a couple of different reasons.

First of all, we have a mechanical
problem. And that is, if my colleagues
look at WTO, it is a rule-based system.
And yet, look at the dispute over hor-
mone beef. Look at the dispute over ba-
nanas with EU. And what we see is an-
other culture that has democratic gov-
ernance, that has intellectual property
rights, that has a rule of law, that has
property rights, has basically said, we
are just going to ignore the rules of
WTO, we are going to ignore our agree-
ment with America because we want
to.

And if we have that kind of disagree-
ment within a culture that is very
similar to our own, can my colleagues
imagine the disagreement that we will
find in a culture that is very different.

In fact, history suggests that that in-
clination is right, because the 1998
USTR’s Foreign Trade Barriers Report
said that fully 400 of 1,200, one-third, of
all products that were in the 1992
agreement between China and America
were still subject to nontariff barriers.

So what we are doing here is we are
dropping a 400-pound gorilla in the
swimming pool, and it will have impli-
cations for WTO itself.

Also, we have a problem in that any
time with the Cox report that we have
a country engaged in espionage to steal
our nuclear secrets, I do not know that
that deserves award. That does not
make common sense to me.

And three, and most disturbing to
me, is that, if we look in the South
China Sea, I think we see a trend to-
ward if not expansionism, certainly
bullying. If we look at Mischief Reef, if
we look at Spratly Islands, if we look
at how in 1997 China moved an oil drill-
ing rig into what was clearly terri-
torial water of Vietnam, if my col-
leagues look at their behavior toward
Taiwan, if we look at their taking of
the Paracel Islands in the 1970s from
Vietnam, we see a trend that is dis-
turbing.

So I will admit that is a very blunt
instrument, but is the only instrument
that I have to use as a legislator in sig-
naling displeasure toward China’s be-
havior.

We also need to look at OPEC and
other arrangements that help compa-
nies to go to China and displace them.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. BIGGERT).

(Mrs. BIGGERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my
colleagues who are wavering on China
PNTR to cast a ‘‘yes’’ vote for U.S.
world leadership, U.S. jobs, and the
continued prosperity of the U.S. econ-
omy.

The ‘‘yes’’ vote that we cast today is
not a vote for China. It is a vote for the
United States. It is not a vote to allow
China into our market. China is al-
ready in our market. Rather, it is a
vote to allow our workers, our farmers,
our investors, ideals and ingenuity to
compete successfully in the world mar-
ket.

This is not a vote to maintain the
status quo. Rejecting this resolution
today will not force the world economy
into a fixed and stationary condition,
with the U.S. as leader in its own
smug, self-satisfied isolation.

Denying China PNTR will not deny
the Chinese access to the WTO, nor will
it deny them access to European serv-
ice providers, Asian technology, or
Latin American grains. Denying China
PNTR denies only the United States.

If there is one thing we have learned
in these early moments of the 21st cen-
tury, it is this: The new economy al-
lows nothing to remain static, no one
to remain unaffected, and no single
player to hold all the cards.

So before my colleagues waver to-
ward a ‘‘no’’ vote today, imagine for a
moment the world we create by deny-
ing PNTR for China. Do not just imag-
ine the morning after the vote when fi-
nancial markets register the most im-
mediate and negative response to our
action. Imagine further into the future
as European and Asian competitors
lock out our workers, investors, and
farmers from the largest market in the
world. Imagine 5 years into the future,
then 10, then 20 when the full and awful
truth of our action is evident in the re-
mains of a once great world economic
power. Make no mistake, denying
China PNTR denies our own future.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield

11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, Franklin
Roosevelt once said, ‘‘The only thing
we have to fear is fear itself.’’

While some of our trade policy today
causes very genuine and legitimate
concern and hesitation on the part of
our working people, we must be guided
by hope and opportunity, not fear and
trepidation.

Right now our policy with China does
not work, the status quo is not good.
We have too many big trade deficits,
too many human rights violations. So
we have negotiated a new one for our
new economy with our old enduring
values.

What does China get from this agree-
ment? They have to cut tariffs, open up

their markets. Our goods penetrate
their markets across the board, tele-
communications, agriculture, you
name it.

What do we give? Nothing. We just
accept this agreement. This benefits
America.

Secondly, on human rights, I want to
applaud the gentleman from Nebraska
(Mr. BEREUTER) and the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN). We talk
about MFN being annual review of
human rights. With this new human
rights institution, a committee, we
will monitor human rights daily by the
hour, with staff, with Members, not
yearly with MFN.

Finally, on human rights, a human
rights leader in China, Ran Wan Ding
said this: Before the sky was black.
Now there is light. This can be a new
beginning. With our new economy, let’s
open up one of the oldest cultures in
world history to American optimism,
to American products, and to American
values.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE) who realizes that to
honor China and punish Cuba is the
height of hypocrisy.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK)
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I am a firm believer in
self-determination for China. Now
China is a Communist country whether
we agree with it or not. However, coun-
tries, regardless of their political or
economic system, should not be re-
warded when they are allowed to round
up and intimidate and arrest people,
put people in slave labor camps with no
due process.

Why would the United States enact a
trade policy that rewards this behav-
ior, as well as environmental degrada-
tion and religious persecution and vio-
lation of women’s rights? This is
wrong.

Annual review, at the very least, pro-
vides a tool to help ensure China’s re-
spect for human rights and nuclear
nonproliferation.

With regard to our own country, the
Economic Policy Institute estimates
over 870,000 United States jobs will be
lost over the next decade, with the loss
of over 84,000 jobs in my own State of
California. This is really scary.

We do not want to cut off our rela-
tionship with China. I support fair and
free trade. We simply believe that
human rights and fairness for Amer-
ican and Chinese workers should be the
bottom line.

This vote defines who we are as a
people and as a Nation. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose PNTR for China.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Long Beach, California (Mr. HORN).

(Mr. HORN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, since be-
coming a Member of Congress in 1993, I
have opposed normal trade relations

with China as a matter of conscience. I
see no change in the human rights situ-
ation in China.

The level of trade between our two
countries began to grow two decades
ago, but the daily lot of the average
Chinese worker is dismal. There is no
excuse for American companies in
China to pay workers as little as 22
cents an hour for 12- and 15-hour shifts.

Trade has increased wealth in China,
and some people enjoy limited freedom
in their personal lives. Mostly, they
are in the Party. But the Chinese Com-
munist Party still oversees a system
that jails, tortures, and kills those it
deems to be a threat to the Party’s ar-
bitrary rule. China’s own constitution
states that Chinese citizens are enti-
tled to the rights of freedom of speech,
press, assembly, and religious belief.

Really?
Ask tens of thousands of Tibetans,

Christians, Falun Gong practitioners,
or human rights and labor activists. It
is hard to hear their voices. They are
imprisoned, and worse, for exercising
those basic rights.

Today we can send a strong message:
human rights cannot be separated from
our other policy interests in China.
This debate is as much about how we
define ourselves and what this Nation
stands for. It is not just about China’s
conduct.

Some Members of Congress hope we
can address this fundamental issue by
creating a commission to monitor
human rights failures in China. Unfor-
tunately, this commission would be
powerless to sanction Chinese mis-
behavior. The real questions in the de-
bate are very clear: Why would we
think that a country that does not re-
spect the most basic rights of its own
people will now respect the rights of its
foreign trade partners? How do we ex-
pect to enforce fair trade rules when
they have been unable to enforce them
in the past? Having witnessed China’s
threats against Taiwan and the United
States, what will it take to condemn
China’s actions in the future?

In 1981, 15 university presidents met
with students in 25 universities, tech-
nical institutes, and specialized col-
leges. When we talked to students—out
of the eyes and ears of Chinese intel-
ligence agents—those students wanted
‘‘freedom.’’

To open up our markets involves mu-
tual trust and respect.

This Congress should not send a signal that
we honor a country that has little regard for
America or the values in which Americans be-
lieve most strongly—dignity, fairness, and indi-
vidual freedom.

This Congress should vote ‘‘no.’’
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2

minutes to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. HILL).

(Mr. HILL of Montana asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, listening to this debate,
one would, I think, come to the conclu-
sion that this is a complex issue. But it
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really is not. There are three basic
questions I think we have to answer.

One, is it going to help or hurt our
economy if China gets PNTR and joins
the World Trade Organization? Second,
can we best advance the cause of
human rights and religious freedom in
China by isolating them or engaging
them in further trade. And third, are
our security interests in that region
going to be hurt or helped by China’s
membership into the WTO?

Now, how we answer that question is
really how we look at the world and, to
a greater extent, how we look at the
United States.

Pessimists would look at this issue
and they would see only the risks. I
choose to look at this issue and see op-
portunities. I believe that more trade
is more good than bad. I believe that
more markets for agricultural products
and for manufactured goods is more
good than bad. And I believe that our
economy, our workers, our farmers,
our entrepreneurs can compete with
the people in China. So I choose to be
an optimist.

This is really a one-sided agreement.
China gives up everything. They give
up access to their markets. They tear
down the barriers and tariffs. And we
get more access and opportunity in the
process.

b 1330

But this is also going to unleash an-
other form of competition and that is
the competition of values. Do Members
believe that their values or our values
are going to prevail in that competi-
tion? Because after this occurs, China
will no longer be able to lock our val-
ues out of their society. There are
more people in China who speak
English than there are in the United
States. There is a hunger for our values
and our system there. I believe our val-
ues will prevail.

How about our security interest? All
the past Secretaries of Defense and
current ones support this agreement,
but let us look at what our allies say.
Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, all say
that China’s membership in WTO and
permanent normal trade relations will
make our security interest more secure
in that region.

So I choose to be an optimist. I
choose to believe in America, in our
values. I urge my colleagues to support
PNTR, to support China’s membership
in the WTO, and to vote for this bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, we
should vote for PNTR today. At the be-
ginning of the millennium, we should
not regress and isolate China. We
should help engage China in the world
community. In truth, we had a Cold
War. Communism lost, capitalism won.
Now our economic and political system
will help deliver freedom, peace and
prosperity throughout the world be-
cause free markets cannot prosper in
authoritarian regimes. In a global

economy, authoritarian regimes can-
not long survive the impact of freedom
and free markets. Engaging China and
exposing China to the sunlight of free
market economies and democratic val-
ues is the best way to bring about evo-
lution towards freedom in China. We
here in Congress all agree upon our
goals: a strong, free, prosperous Amer-
ica in a world that is free, peaceful, and
prosperous. But like a family, we in
Congress and people in our great coun-
try can disagree on the best way to
achieve that goal. It is my strong belief
that helping to engage China in the
world community will advance the
cause of freedom.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. CAPUANO) who recognizes
to open our border to cheap Chinese as-
sault weapons will cause the deaths of
thousands of American children.

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I look
at this bill and I ask myself, why did I
come here? I came here to defend the
rights of Americans and the rights of
people all around the world.

I look at China, I see no freedom of
speech, no freedom of religion, no free-
dom of association, no freedom to do
anything unless the government says
so. That alone is enough to vote
against this bill.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) and recog-
nize that he represents many people in
the Armed Forces who will suffer by
the things that are produced in those
factories that we are building for the
Communist Chinese.

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong opposition to
extending PNTR for China. I want to
start by quoting Bill Safire who wrote
in his column on May 18 in The New
York Times:

I confess to writing speeches for Richard
Nixon assuring conservatives that trade with
China would lead to the evolution of demo-
cratic principles in Beijing.

I further quote Mr. Safire:
But we’ve been trading for 30 years now, fi-

nancing its military-industrial base, ena-
bling it to buy M–11 missiles from the Rus-
sians and advanced computer technology
from us.

Mr. Speaker, the United States has
tried for more than three decades to
build a relationship with China and to
foster democratic values in the com-
munist nation. In 1995, we extended
most favored nation status to China if
China would agree to stop its abusive
human rights practices and stop ex-
porting nuclear technology. The very
next year, the CIA reported that China
was the greatest supplier of weapons-
of-mass-destruction-related goods and
technology to foreign countries. De-
spite repeated promises that trade
would make China more free, it has
failed to end its long and established
history of human rights abuses like
forced abortion and sterilization.

Years of maintaining the lax policy
of constructive engagement with China

have proven dangerous. As the
Rumsfield Commission found in 1998,
China’s proliferation of ballistic mis-
siles and other weapons of mass de-
struction threatens the security of the
United States. When China steals tech-
nology and sells it to our enemies,
steals our nuclear secrets and tries to
influence our election process, how can
we grant PNTR for China? Extending
normal trade relations status to China
impacts more than the economy, Mr.
Speaker. It takes away our economic
leverage with a Communist country,
and it stands to affect the security of
each and every American citizen.

I close by repeating William Safire:
We’ve been trading for 30 years now, fi-

nancing its military-industrial base, ena-
bling it to buy M–11 missiles from the Rus-
sians and advanced computer technology
from us.

Mr. Speaker, until China can prove
to the people of America that it can be
trusted, we should not pass PNTR for
China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE).

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in support of permanent
normal trade relations with China. The
economic benefits are undeniable for
our country and are particularly favor-
able for my region and my State. North
Carolina has much to gain from open-
ing and expanding markets in China,
currently our 13th largest export mar-
ket and the consumer of over $300 mil-
lion in North Carolina goods and serv-
ices annually. The commodities of
goods involved range from pork and
poultry and soybeans to furniture,
communications equipment, software
and computers—very broad economic
benefits indeed.

But this debate, Mr. Speaker, is not
just about trade. I have not heard any
proponent suggest that we should turn
a blind eye to human rights and polit-
ical problems in China in the name of
commerce. Nor is this legislation a
blessing of China’s past and current be-
havior, no matter how often the oppo-
nents of the bill might repeat it.

On the contrary, the point is to bring
China within a framework that will
provide powerful incentives and con-
straints to play by the rules, both in
the realm of trade and beyond. As
China moves further into the world
economy, we need to be clear-eyed
about our future with China. We must
continue to press on human rights and
religious freedom and the self-deter-
mination of Taiwan, the freedom of
Tibet, nuclear proliferation, and espio-
nage. Isolating China economically
will do more harm than good in all of
these areas.

Martin Lee, the chairman of the
Democratic Party of Hong Kong and a
human rights leader has said: ‘‘The
participation of China in the WTO
would not only have economic and po-
litical benefits but would serve to bol-
ster those in China who understand
that the country must embrace the
rule of law.’’
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Trade is no panacea. But to refuse trade, to

isolate China economically, would risk empow-
ering the most rigid, hard-line anti-democratic
elements of China, those who want to pull
their country away from the democratic world.
This is not a prospect America or the Chinese
people can afford.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes.
Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of opening op-

portunities for American workers, farmers, and
businesses, and I stand with those committed
to improving our national security, economic
freedom in China, and the quality of life for the
Chinese people. I rise in support of Permanent
Normal Trade Relations with China.

As my colleagues know, in November the
United States and China signed a bilateral
agreement to bring China into the World Trade
Organization (WTO). The agreement would
open Chinese markets to our goods and serv-
ices and reduce Chinese tariffs and quotas on
our products. What does the United States
give up? Nothing. All we have to do is grant
PNTR to benefit from this decidedly one-way
deal.

The economic benefits are undeniable for
our country and are particularly favorable for
my region and state. It is clear that North
Carolina has much to gain from opening and
expanding markets in China, currently our
13th largest export market and consumer of
over $300 million in North Carolina goods and
services.

The Chinese will be compelled to open their
markets to services like telecommunications,
banking, software, computer, and environ-
mental services. Tariffs will be eliminated on
computers, telecommunications equipment,
semiconductors, and furniture. North Carolina
companies will benefit from major tariff reduc-
tions on optical fibers, chemicals, pulp and
paper, wood products, agriculture equipment,
medical equipment, and environmental tech-
nology equipment. In agriculture, our farmers
will no longer have to compete with export
subsidies on China’s agriculture products and
will benefit from tariff cuts on poultry, pork, to-
bacco, soybeans, and other commodities. For
the first time, our companies will be able to
sell and distribute products in China made by
workers here in America, without being forced
to relocate manufacturing to China, sell
through the Chinese government or transfer
valuable technology.

Now that the European Union has signed an
agreement with China, clearing the last re-
maining hurdle to China’s accession to the
WTO, a vote against PNTR could cost Amer-
ica jobs, as our competitors in Europe, Asia
and elsewhere capture Chinese markets that
we otherwise would have served. To benefit
from the agreement that opens Chinese mar-
kets to American products and investment,
this Congress must first grant permanent nor-
mal trading status—the same arrangement we
have given all other countries in the WTO.

Much has been said about what we lose if
we give up an annual review of our trade sta-
tus with China. I would just suggest that our
annual vote has not been particularly effective.
Even after Tiananmen Square, this body did
not revoke ‘‘most favored nation’’ status. I do
not suggest turning a blind eye to the human
rights and political situation in China in the
name of commerce, nor do I view this agree-
ment as a blessing of China’s past and current
behavior. On the contrary, the point is to bring
China within a framework that will provide

powerful incentives and constraints to play by
the rules, both in the realm of trade and be-
yond.

As China moves further into the world econ-
omy, we need to be clear-eyed abut the future
of our relationship and must continue to press
on issues such as human rights, religious free-
dom, the self-determination of Taiwan, the
freedom of Tibet, nuclear proliferation, and es-
pionage. I believe isolating China economically
would do more harm than good in these
areas.

Martin Lee, chairman of the Democratic
Party of Hong Kong and a leader of the
human rights movement, wrote: ‘‘The partici-
pation of China in the WTO would not only
have economic and political benefits, but
would serve to bolster those in China who un-
derstand that the country must embrace the
rule of law.’’ To him, the agreement ‘‘rep-
resents the best long-term hope for China to
become a member of good standing in the
international community. We fear that should
ratification fail, any hope for political and legal
reform process would also recede.’’

A recent New York Times article (‘‘Chinese
See U.S. Bill as Vital to Future Reforms,’’ May
21) noted that a ‘‘broad array of educated Chi-
nese—top government officials, publishers,
bankers, artists, lawyers and pro-democracy
advocates—have come together in extraor-
dinary agreement on the issue, investing their
hope for progress in China’’ in this vote. ‘‘Chi-
nese government leaders and economists
hope the normalization of trade with America
will help close inefficient state enterprises. Au-
thors and artists here are convinced it will re-
duce censorship. Lawyers suggest it will force
China’s mercurial judges to follow the law.’’

Zhou Daichun, a commercial lawyer in Bei-
jing said, ‘‘What’s important is not how this
vote will affect this or that industry. What’s im-
portant is that this is an opportunity to push for
reform and reorganization in China and with-
out that impetus, many reforms are impos-
sible.’’

Taiwan supports China’s entry into the
WTO. And the Dalai Lama, the spiritual leader
of Tibet, has said, ‘‘Joining the WTO, I think,
is one way (for China) to change in the right
direction . . . I have always stressed that
China should not be isolated. China must be
brought into the mainstream of the world com-
munity . . . Forces of democracy in China get
more encouragement through that way.’’

As we all know, Chinese actions demand
our attention. Mr. LEVIN and Mr. BEREUTER
have crafted provisions included in this legisla-
tion that help us maintain our sharp focus on
the issues of human rights, religious freedom,
and economic fair play. Under the Levin-Be-
reuter provisions, the U.S. will create a Con-
gressional-Executive Commission on China,
modeled after the Helsinki Commission, to
evaluate human rights in China. The Commis-
sion will submit an annual report of its findings
to the President and Congress, including
WTO-consistent recommendations for action.
This bill puts into law China-specific anti-surge
safeguards to guard American businesses and
workers from inport surges from China. We
strengthen monitoring and enforcement of Chi-
na’s commitment to WTO obligations with an
annual review of China within the WTO.

Mr. Speaker, only through a comprehensive
system of relationships can the United States
hope to influence the internal policies of the
Chinese government. This vote is a significant

opportunity for us to encourage positive
change in China. We must pull China in the
right direction, not turn our backs. Trade is no
panacea. But to refuse trade, to isolate China
economically, would risk empowering the most
rigid, hard-line, anti-democratic elements of
China, those who want to pull their country
away from the democratic world. This is not a
prospect America or the Chinese people can
afford.

In light of this strategy of engagement and
our nation’s interest, not only in selling to
China, but also in bringing China into con-
formity with accepted rules of international
conduct, I urge my colleagues to support
PNTR.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. WU) who understands that the slo-
gan ‘‘We Bring Good Things to Life’’
will not help murdered female children
in China.

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, that I can ad-
dress you from this well today is a trib-
ute to the courage, the perseverance
and the sacrifice of my parents. My fa-
ther left for America when I was 4
months old, and I did not see him again
until I was 7. I could only recognize
him from photographs. My parents en-
dured 7 years of separation so that they
could bring our family to this place of
freedom and of opportunity. People
have said to me, ‘‘You’re a trade law-
yer. You’ve got to like this agreement.
You represent a trade-dependent dis-
trict. You have to support this agree-
ment. If you have to vote your con-
science, just vote and walk away.’’

I refuse to do that because I will
refuse to turn my back on the sacrifice
of my parents and countless other
Americans who have stood and fought
in the cause of freedom. This is a bad
trade agreement. This is bad policy,
and this is counter to fundamental
American values.

It is a bad agreement because the
basic concept is wrong. Let us take the
WTO proponents’ arguments at their
face value. America is a market econ-
omy. China is not. America has an ex-
changeable currency. China does not. If
we both dropped our tariffs to absolute
zero, we would lose control over our
imports and China would not. Through
their command and control economy
they can still determine how much to
buy and exactly from whom to buy.

This is a flawed agreement. This is
bad policy because the day after we
vote to give China permanent most fa-
vored nation trading status, hard-lin-
ers in Beijing will say, We thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
nuclear weapons, we thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
missile proliferation, we thumbed our
noses at the Americans with respect to
human rights, we thumbed our noses at
the Americans with respect to saber
rattling in the Taiwan Strait, we
thumbed our noses at the Americans
with respect to all these things and yet
they still gave us the central goal of
our foreign policy for the last 12 years.
Why should we ever listen to what the
Americans have to say?
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But the most important reason for

voting no is to keep our commitment
to American values and the sacrifices
of countless families like mine and
every other American family today.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM).

Mr. GRAHAM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, when the students in
Tiananmen Square looked to America,
they saw the Statue of Liberty. When
we look to China, we see dollar signs. I
think their vision is better than ours. I
have heard some statements by pro-
ponents that I disagree with.

China gives up everything in this
deal? Not true. They become enriched.
This regime becomes more powerful,
flush with cash.

If you have capitalism and Com-
munists existing in China, it is the po-
litical death warrant of the Chinese
Communist regime? I disagree. When
people take to the streets, they will
bring out tanks bought with this
money.

The ultimate question was, is this
about being friend or foe with China?
One of the first speakers said this will
determine whether or not we are
friends or foes. The Communist Chinese
will never be our friends. How can
somebody be your friend when the gov-
ernment punishes somebody for having
one child too many they say is enough,
three times your annual salary if you
have more than one child? You can
never be America’s friends when you
murder people under government au-
thority. You can never be America’s
friends when you cheat on agreements
signed. For the last 20 years, they have
cheated on every textile agreement
signed with the United States.

These people are not our friends.
They are the enemy of every freedom-
loving person in the world.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. CAMP), a respected mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in support of granting normal trade re-
lations to China. First and close to my
heart, Michigan farm families, employ-
ers and working men and women win
with this. Passage of today’s legisla-
tion will mean that Michigan farmers
will no longer have to compete with
high tariff barriers on U.S. agricultural
products. Restrictions on the importa-
tion of meat and poultry will be elimi-
nated and products like fruit and vege-
tables will see tariffs cut in the range
of 65 to 75 percent. Tariffs on auto
parts will be reduced by 57 percent.
And motor vehicles, cut by 70 percent.
I do not need to tell Members that
these things mean a lot to the people of
Michigan and America.

There are some people who claim
that we cannot grant normal trade re-
lations with China because of their
human rights record. We can all agree
that China’s people are mistreated, but

I will not agree that isolating China is
an improvement.

I would like to illustrate some of the
changes that our trade with China has
resulted in. In 1990, 400,000 Bibles were
sent to China. This year, we will de-
liver 4 million Bibles to China. Human
rights activists who have been involved
in China for years have voiced their
support for this agreement, including
the Reverend Billy Graham and Leon-
ard Woodcock, the former President of
the United Autoworkers and former
Ambassador to China.

I would like to address one other
issue that is very important to me. I
have worked hard to advance the issue
of international adoption. China’s cruel
policy of limited family size has left
thousands of orphans living in deplor-
able conditions. However, since open-
ing relations with China, adoption
agencies have been able to go into
China and develop a network to allow
these children to come to the United
States. In 1989, 200 Chinese children
were adopted. In 1998 over 4,000 Chinese
orphans were adopted by loving Amer-
ican families.

I urge a yes vote on normal trade sta-
tus for China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. TURNER).
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Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, if we
deny PNTR to China, businesses, work-
ers, farmers and ranchers in my dis-
trict in East Texas and across the Na-
tion will lose the benefits of a trade
agreement that, on its face, is very fa-
vorable to the United States. Unlike
the NAFTA agreement in which the
United States had to eliminate its own
trade barriers, China will reduce its
tariffs on American goods, while we
make no similar concessions. Rejecting
PNTR means the benefits of trade and
job growth will go to other nations who
open the door to trade, while we slam
it shut.

As a Member of the Committee on
Armed Services, I believe granting
PNTR to China is in America’s na-
tional security interests. While dealing
with China as a rising economic and
military power will not be easy, we
should not make the road more dif-
ficult than it has to be. If we reject
PNTR, we will be sending a powerful
signal to China and the entire world
that we are walking away from a con-
structive relationship with China.

On the other hand, engagement will
further our nuclear nonproliferation ef-
forts, encourage the Chinese to em-
brace democracy and the rule of law,
and further the expansion of human
rights and freedom for the Chinese peo-
ple. Progress in these areas will not be
uninterrupted, but history and com-
mon sense and human relationships
teach us that engagement is the best
hope for world peace for our children
and grandchildren.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to yield 45 seconds to

the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
BALDACCI), who understands that the
600,000 jobs lost because of the $70 bil-
lion trade deficit to China has affected
many of the footwear manufacturers in
the northeastern part of this country.

(Mr. BALDACCI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I cannot give up my
vote and I cannot give up the voice of
the people I represent on an annual
basis, to hand that over to the World
Trade Organization in the hope that
the farmers and the fishermen and the
people who are working in forestry and
small business and family business are
going to have their interests looked
out for. I cannot turn that over on a
permanent basis to the World Trade
Organization.

I tried to work with the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX) to fashion se-
rious and substantive parallel legisla-
tion that would allow this Congress
and each one of us to have a vote and
a voice, a guarantee that we would
have a vote and voice, and that it
would be tied to bilateral trade and
economic sanctions which would be in
compliance, which we could do and
still retain our authority. This legisla-
tion does not do it, the leadership did
not allow it, and as a result of those
concerns, I am going to be voting
against this legislation.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker,
noting that the other side still ignores
the charges that PNTR freezes in the
taxpayer subsidies for businesses clos-
ing here and setting up shop in China,
I would yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON).

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, we have not talked
much about our national security. The
Chinese have a $68 billion trade sur-
plus; and after this agreement is
signed, if it passes today and passes the
Senate and is signed by the President,
they are going to have more of a sur-
plus, and that is more money with
which to buy rope to hang us with.

Let us look at what the Chinese have
done and what they are doing. They
stole our nuclear secrets. They are now
capable, with our secrets they stole
from the Los Alamos and Livermore
Laboratories, they are able to build a
mobile launch missile carrier, a rocket
that can fire halfway around the world
and can split into 10 parts with our W–
88 warhead and hit 10 cities and kill
over 50 million people, and we have no
defense for it. We have been cutting
our defense budget.

They now have access to both ends of
the Panama Canal, one of the things
that is most important to our com-
merce. They are going to control the
Panama Canal. Just yesterday we
found out they are going to control
part of the Suez Canal and probably all
of it. They signed a 30-year agreement
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with Egypt to have Port Said con-
trolled by them, in effect, because they
are going to control the shipping port
there.

They are building the largest army in
the world. They have the largest stand-
ing army in the world, and it is going
to get bigger, and we are going to pay
for it. We are going to pay for it, and
all the while our defenses are being
lowered and lowered.

They threatened Los Angeles when
we talked about coming to the aid of
our ally, Taiwan. So they have threat-
ened the United States in the not too
distant pass. Yet we continue to say,
Don’t worry about that.

They are stealing from us. They are
stealing our secrets. They are an
enemy of the free world. They threat-
ened Taiwan, as well as the rest of that
part of the world, and I think they are
a threat to the entire world.

Mr. Speaker, what are we doing
about it? Instead of facing up to it and
building our defenses to be prepared,
we are doing exactly what happened
prior to World War II. We unilaterally
disarmed prior to World War II, and
Winston Churchill warned about the fu-
ture and the Nazis, and nobody paid
any attention. What did they do? They
gave more commerce to Germany,
while Hitler built up his military.
What are we doing? We are doing the
same thing with China; and we ought
to think about that. Long-term, what
does it mean for America and our secu-
rity?

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), a respected
Member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the Chairman for
yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
PNTR for China for three reasons.

First, it does not just enable Amer-
ica’s goods and services to flow into
the fastest-growing market in the
world by cutting China’s tariffs. It also
eliminates state-mandated middlemen
and China’s prohibition on our distrib-
uting and servicing our own products.
It eliminates quotas and special licens-
ing requirements, and prohibits condi-
tioning investment on local content re-
quirements, offsets, research in China
or technology transfer.

Secondly, it will help us enforce our
trade agreements with China because
we will not be solo at the enforcement
table. All 136 nation members of the
WTO will be on the enforcement team.
Further, this is a unique, remarkably
enforceable agreement because the ob-
ligations it imposes are concrete and
specific, with clear time tables for im-
plementation and firm end dates for
full compliance. In addition, for the
first time the agreement involves surge
protections, unique provisions that will
enable us to moderate any surge of im-
ports to protect American producers
and give them the time they need to
become competitive.

Finally, this agreement is the best
way to change China’s policy toward
human rights. As a Chinese evangelist
Christian clergyman testified, ‘‘The
WTO agreement obligates China to
play by the rules. In the process, China
will need to strengthen its legal insti-
tutions, train more legal professionals,
learn to follow international legal pro-
cedures, and educate its people about
the concept of rights, law, and inter-
national norms. This process alone is a
breakthrough with important philo-
sophical implications for China as a
nation. When a Chinese realizes that he
has rights as an investor that govern-
ment should not violate, then more
likely he will also realize that he has
other rights as a human being.’’

Support PNTR for China. It is good
for the United States, it is good for re-
form in China, and it will move us to-
ward a more prosperous and peaceful
world.

This week, the U.S. House of Representa-
tives will vote on a bill that would do more to
strengthen our economy and provide job secu-
rity for American workers than any vote this
year. The bill would simply open China’s mar-
ket to American-made products. Home to
more than one billion potential consumers,
China presently blocks American goods with
high tariffs, arbitrary requirements, and whole-
sale prohibitions on direct business dealings
with the Chinese people, while exporting freely
to U.S. shores.

All this will change if Congress passes legis-
lation granting china Permanent Normal Trade
Relations (PNTR), the same status China has
enjoyed for 20 years and the same status as
our other trading partners. President Clinton
and former Presidents Carter and Ford sup-
port this measure, as do Senators DODD and
LIEBERMAN.

The reason is simple: under the new trade
agreement the United States recently nego-
tiated, China will tear down the walls that keep
our goods and services out of their markets
and nearly every American industry will ben-
efit. The agreement reduces or eliminates
manufacturing and farming tariffs. It eliminates
state-mandated middlemen so we can sell di-
rectly to Chinese consumers. It permits Amer-
ican-owned distribution and customer support
operations so we can service the products we
sell. It protects intellectual property rights for
software, movies, music and high-tech de-
signs. And it prohibits conditioning investment
on offsets, local content, or technology trans-
fer requirements.

This is good for working families in Con-
necticut because it means we’ll sell more Con-
necticut made jet engines, elevators, construc-
tion equipment, medical equipment, pharma-
ceuticals, environmental technology, and in-
surance products in China. This will benefit
hundreds of small shops supplying exporters
and create more high wage jobs as on aver-
age export related jobs pay up to 20 percent
more than non-export related jobs.

By granting PNTR, we will be the bene-
ficiaries of these across-the-board conces-
sions that will bring down the curtain on Chi-
nese protectionism. And what is the price for
all these benefits? They are free—ours for the
taking. The United States doesn’t have high
tariffs nor barriers to trade from China, so we
are not forced to give up anything in exchange

for Chinese concessions. All Congress must
do is approve PNTR—make permanent the
trading status that we have approved every
year for 20 years and for essentially every
other country in the world. It is the bargain of
the century.

China has every reason to make such con-
cessions: they are trying to reform their econ-
omy. After decades of economic dead ends,
Chinese leaders have concluded that the most
efficient way to grow their economy is by en-
tering the international market and accepting
its international rules. While this will cause
some problems, China has changed enough in
the last decade to understand that entering
the international market and abiding by inter-
national rules is their only hope of prosperity.

This dramatic decision by China has three
consequences for us: first, if we don’t pass
PNTR, we won’t receive any of the benefits of
the agreement we negotiated with China,
while Europe, Japan, and other trading nations
will. With their products 10 percent to 50 per-
cent cheaper, we will lose significant export
trade so critical to our economic health.

Second, instead of working alone to enforce
trade agreements with China as we have in
the past, we will have the help of all 136
members of the World Trade Organization. If
China fails to deliver, the WTO lays out clear
and decisive steps to hold China accountable.
Furthermore, this agreement is unique. It has
very precise timetables for very specific ac-
tions, making enforcement far easier. In addi-
tion, it includes new protections no trade
agreement has ever provided. Its ‘‘surge’’ pro-
tections allow a timely response to slow down
any big increase in imports. From my work on
voluntary restraint agreements in the past, I
know this approach works and enables U.S.
competitors to succeed.

Third, it is the best way to reduce abuses of
human rights in China. As a Chinese Christian
clergyman testified ‘‘The WTO agreement obli-
gates China to play by the rules. In the proc-
ess, China will need to strengthen its legal in-
stitutions, train more legal professionals, learn
to follow international legal procedures and
educate its people about the concept of rights,
law and international norms. This process
alone is a breakthrough with important philo-
sophical implications for China as a nation.
When a Chinese realizes that he has rights as
an investor that government should not vio-
late, then more likely he will also realize that
he has other rights as a human being.’’

Free trade is a potent catalyst for change
because it works from the inside out. under
PNTR, we get to post the best advertisement
in the world for democracy in the heart of
China itself. Signing a free trade agreement
with China, opening its markets to our goods
and values, bringing china into the rule based
international trading community, is not only
good for Connecticut jobs, but it is good for re-
form in China and will move us toward a more
prosperous world community. Congress
should pass PNTR.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ).

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, this
vote is about choosing an alternative
to a policy of annual review which has
failed to open China’s markets and its
people to the United States. To be sure,
this is a vote about trade and export of
American goods and services, but it is
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also about trade and export of Amer-
ican ideals and principles.

We can make a difference in China
when it comes to human rights, when
it comes to religious freedom and
workers’ rights. Today’s vote will de-
termine whether we will make a dif-
ference in China. I urge everyone to
vote yes for permanent normal trade
relations with China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 30 seconds to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. WA-
TERS), who recognizes that forced child
labor is not stylish, even at the Gap.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, there are
many reasons to oppose PNTR for
China, such as gross violations of
human rights and the lack of fair labor
standards in China. These reasons have
all been expressed eloquently by other
speakers.

What concerns me most is our Na-
tion’s selective trade policies and the
policies of the WTO itself. Why China
and not Cuba? Cuba is only 90 miles
from our shores. I am especially con-
cerned about our Nation’s policy to-
ward Cuba. The people of Cuba would
like to buy food and medicine and agri-
cultural products from the United
States, yet the United States continues
to maintain an embargo against Cuba.

It makes no sense to expand trade
benefits for China while prohibiting all
trade with Cuba. What is good for the
goose is good for the gander.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, we hear time and again
that greater trade will somehow make
China freer. I suggest that greater
trade as it is structured through PNTR
will enhance the dictatorship in China.

People in China themselves do not
need to be convinced that they want
the tyrant’s boot off of their face. This
idea that if we trade more we are going
to reach more people with the Internet,
telephones, et cetera, it is ridiculous.
Those people know they do not want to
live in tyranny.

But what we are doing by giving this
PNTR, we are giving the Communist
Chinese regime their number one pri-
mary objective. We will embolden
them. They think we are suckers, they
think we are saps, they think we are
cowards, unable to watch out for our
own interests or to champion the cause
of liberty and justice.

Why should we be setting up fac-
tories? Again, the opposition refuses to
address that the fact that taxpayers
under this proposal will pay subsidies
to businessmen who set up factories
over there and close them in the
United States. That is a central point
here.

Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, I will have
to leave this debate at this point. I am
chairing a hearing today.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. NORWOOD) and ask unanimous
consent that he be allowed to control
it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). Is there objection to the re-

quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.
Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself 3 minutes.
Mr. Speaker, I have wondered long

and hard what one might say in the
very few minutes that I have to con-
vince my colleagues that this is not
the thing to do. It is hard to determine
what few important words might get us
to realize that giving China permanent
trade relations with America is wrong
today. I feel very, very passionately
about that. But I also want to say that
there are good friends and others in
this room who feel passionately that
we should, and that is the beauty and
the wonder of this debate. It has
brought together such a mismatched
group of people in Congress to come to-
gether and oppose and be for this par-
ticular amendment. That is the beauty
of this body.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make it clear,
we are not debating an end to normal
trade relations with China. We are not
isolating China. Now, I support normal
trade with China, with congressional
review. I simply oppose making this
permanent, in light of China’s present
conduct.

China has normal trade relations
with us today, right now; and they are
going to continue to have normal trade
relations under the same terms, wheth-
er the President’s bill passes or does
not. Both China and the United States
will be able to trade with each other
under the WTO rules, whether this bill
passes or not. This is the one issue in
my few minutes I hope Members will
listen to.

The United States will not lose any
advantage to international competi-
tion or competitors by not approving
this bill. This has been a real, honest
to goodness fear for many of our Mem-
bers, so please listen to this very care-
fully. I quote, ‘‘The United States and
China agree to accord firms, compa-
nies, corporations and trading organi-
zations of the other party treatment no
less favorable than is afforded to any
third country or region.’’ Where did
that come from? That is Article 3(A) of
the 1979 Bilateral Trade Agreement,
our current agreement.

If China joins the WTO, they have to
give the United States the same trade
privileges they grant any WTO member
nation, regardless of whether we ap-
prove or disapprove permanent rela-
tions.

So why are so many people adamant
about passing PNTR? What does the
bill really do? The answer is that it re-
stricts the practical ability of this Con-
gress to monitor China’s progress in
fair trade, in human rights and in mili-
tary threats.

So for my colleagues who were think-
ing of voting yes in order to not shut
down trade with China, please reevalu-
ate that. Under our current agreement,
China trade will continue, and likely
expand, whether this measure passes or
not.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
simply to respond very quickly to my
friend from Georgia.

Mr. Speaker, my friend from Georgia
has not read the entire agreement or
read the 1979 agreement between the
Chinese and the U.S., obviously, be-
cause what he said is not valid. There
are many things in this agreement
which are not included in the 1979
agreement, and we will lose the benefit
of those if we do not approve this bill
today.
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That happens to be a fact and a re-
ality. Unfortunately, the 1979 agree-
ment the Chinese made with us is not
as broad, not as comprehensive, will
not include all of the concessions that
will be available to us if we approve
this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New Hampshire (Mr.
BASS).

Mr. BASS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished chairman for yielding me
this time, to rise in support of perma-
nent normal trade relations with
China.

Passage of this agreement helps us,
not them. They have agreed to lower
tariffs on agricultural produce by over
50 percent, industrial tariffs from 24.6
percent a couple of years ago down to
9.4 percent, and most importantly, pro-
vide access to telecommunications, in-
surance, banking, and information
technology markets. Although I do rec-
ognize the benefits of U.S. engagement
with China, I also understand our con-
cerns about labor conditions, human
rights and national security. After all,
I serve on the Committee on Intel-
ligence.

But if the goal is to promote con-
structive change in China, we had best
be at the table. Because if we do not
pass normal trade relations with China
and they do join the WTO, these deci-
sions about making long-term changes
internally in China will go to the Pa-
cific Rim countries like Japan and
Korea and to the Europeans.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good, sound
policy, not only for the issues of de-
mocracy, human rights, but it is also
good for trade and for the economy of
our Nation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the eloquent gentleman from
Tennessee (Mr. FORD).

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I come from
a city that in many ways exemplifies
this transition to a global economy, for
Memphis is the distribution capital of
the United States. Every conceivable
product from soybeans to micro-
processors lands in our airports, docks
at our harbors, or travels our high-
ways. Markets and trade directly affect
how people in my district live.

This agreement, as it has been said
over and over again, only opens their
markets to ensure that cotton and
wheat and soybeans, jet engines, insur-
ance, automobiles, and even Internet
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services can be sold to our new friends
in China. At a time when family farm-
ers are struggling, it seems to me to be
only right that we open up a market
where 1.2 billion people live.

But our vote today should not be in-
terpreted as a blank check for the de-
plorable abuses taking place in China.
As a matter of fact, trade should not be
interpreted as acceptance, but as really
a challenge. For trade builds wealth,
wealth spreads freedom, and freedom
defeats tyranny. In cities across the
world our values are followed, our
products are imitated, and our culture
is envied. Give those in China the op-
portunity to envy us here in America.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support normalizing permanent trade
relations with China.

Mr. Speaker, today America has a straight-
forward choice to make: whether we want to
benefit from a historic opportunity to open Chi-
na’s market to American goods, agricultural
products, and services—or whether we want
to isolate the 1.2 billion people of China, and
in turn, punish America and the American
worker.

I have scrutinized this legislation to see if it
will truly promote American interests and val-
ues. Like some who may oppose this legisla-
tion, I have long been concerned with human
rights in China. I want freedom and democ-
racy to flourish just as much as anyone else.
And I have scrutinized this bill’s impact on
workers here at home. I have listened to those
arguments. And I have concluded that normal-
izing trade relations with China is right for
America. It is right for ensuring American en-
gagement as a world leader and safeguarding
our national security interests; it is right for
promoting American competitiveness abroad;
and it is right for the ideals of human rights
and democracy.

Guaranteeing America’s National Security
Interests. America has fought three wars in
Asia in the last 50 years. I don’t want to see
us fight another. Cordell Hull, a great Ten-
nessean—who hailed from Carthage and who
held the seat that Vice President GORE held
and that his father held before him—had a fa-
vorite saying: ‘‘When goods don’t cross bor-
ders, armies do.’’ Integrating China into the
global trading system will do more for the
cause of national security than a fleet of war-
ships could ever do. One must only look at
what happen in the recent elections in Taiwan.
The power of inclusion in the WTO counseled
against any belligerence that the Chinese may
have contemplated in the aftermath of the Tai-
wanese election. China held back, and the
cause of peaceful reconciliation was ad-
vanced—in no small measure, because China
knew that its trading partners were watching.
America has genuine strategic interests in
Asia, and as Secretary Cohen, Secretary
Albright, the Joint Chiefs, Gen. Colin Powell
and many others have said, normalizing trade
relations with China will greatly advance the
cause of peace and security.

Ensuring American Competitiveness. China
will come into the World Trade Organization
and the international economic system wheth-
er we like it or not. We cannot stop this proc-
ess, even if we wanted to. The only question
before us is: should we lead and promote our
values of competition and fairness or should
we sit on the sidelines while other countries

profit from selling to the Chinese? Ask the
small business owner or farmer in my state,
and the answer will be clear: of course, we
want to benefit from this deal. For the first
time, China is slashing tariffs and barriers to
America’s superior goods, services, and farm
products. Our trade negotiators made abso-
lutely no concessions to China; it is, as the
President has said, ‘‘one-way’’ deal. We will
be able to sell them everything from wheat to
jet engines to insurance to Internet services. If
we turn our back on that opportunity, we will
only be punishing ourselves. And I simply can-
not go home to the hardworking people of my
state and say that I kicked away a once-in-a-
lifetime chance to help them lead, compete,
and win.

Promoting Human Rights and Democracy.
The Chinese people, like all of God’s children,
deserve the basic dignities and rights that ac-
company freedom. By making China play by
the rules, and by exposing the Chinese people
to American values and American know-how,
I submit that freedom will inevitably follow.
This won’t be easy, and it won’t happen over-
night, and I am a clear-eyed realist. But I also
know that no political change can happen
overnight. We have to have a toe-hold there,
and we have to expand it and build bridges
between our two countries. We don’t have to
approve of everything they do, and we won’t.
But if we isolate China, we will embolden the
hard-liners and the rejectionists. When Amer-
ican companies go to China, they’ll pay a bet-
ter wage, and they’ll give workers more free-
dom. And when the Chinese people click onto
the Internet, there will be no stopping the flow
of ideas, and we all know that great political
transformations have their seeds in the spread
of powerful ideas. If we are truly concerned
about the cause of human rights and democ-
racy, we must engage China, not isolate it.

Mr. Speaker, today in the People’s House
we have an opportunity to grant PNTR not for
China, but for America. This legislation helps
American businesses, American farmers, and
American workers, and it will help spread the
irresistible American forces of freedom, de-
mocracy, peace and stability. To those who
would rather hold on to a symbolic annual
vote, my response is simple: I cannot in good
conscience sacrifice American leadership and
American businesses, farmers, and workers
on the alter of symbolism. We have the power
to make the future more profitable and more
secure for all of God’s children—and history
will not forgive us if we fail to do what’s right.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. EVANS), who recognizes that China
sells weapons to terrorists which may
very well be turned on American civil-
ians.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, many of our colleagues
have received a copy of the report,
Made in China. This report outlines
why corporations like Wal-Mart and
Nike have become identified with child
labor, forced labor, and hazardous
working conditions. These are not the
values we want to bring to other coun-
tries.

By granting PNTR, we give up any
hope of influencing China’s policy on
workers and human rights. We are in-

viting U.S. companies to leave the U.S.
to produce goods in a country which
does not support the minimum wage,
basic safety regulations, or the right of
association.

Mr. Speaker, let us export our values,
not our jobs. I urge my colleagues to
vote against this legislation.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, we
have been told wonderful things will
flow from expanded trade with China.
Workers’ rights will be respected, reli-
gious freedom will be enhanced, and
probably Jeffersonian study groups will
be popping up all over China before
long.

Well, let us look at the historical
facts which, in reality, is all we have in
order to determine future actions on
the part of the Communist Chinese.

In fact, from the last 10 years since
Tiananmen Square, China has been en-
gaged. For the past 10 years, invest-
ments in China have grown exponen-
tially, factories have been built em-
ploying Chinese workers, creating
enormous expansion of Chinese GNP.
These things are indisputable facts.

Mr. Speaker, here are some more
facts. Over the last 10 years, according
to the State Department and the newly
created United States Commission on
International Religious Freedom, there
has been a steady deterioration, I say
deterioration, of human rights, work-
ers’ rights, religious liberty.

I just came from the Committee on
International Relations where this re-
port was given to us by the Commis-
sion. Here it is. The Report of the
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom. The Com-
mission members are from all sides of
the political spectrum. Rabbi David
Saperstein, the Chair, told us that
every single part of the spectrum was
represented on this commission, and
here is what they reported. Quote: ‘‘A
grant of PNTR at this juncture could
be seen by the Chinese people strug-
gling for religious freedom as an aban-
donment of their cause at a moment of
great difficulty. The Commission,
therefore, believes that Congress
should not approve PNTR for China
until China makes substantial im-
provements in respect for religious
freedom as measured by the following
standards,’’ and then it lists them out.

This is the Commission report. We
are waiting for the Bereuter Commis-
sion; we have a Commission report
right before us today. It was estab-
lished by this Congress. The report was
issued on May 1. It is in front of us.
Read it. Anybody who is going to be in-
fluenced by the Bereuter Commission
in the future, Members have it before
them.

Mr. Speaker, I ask for a ‘‘no’’ vote.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER), our distinguished
colleague.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of giving American
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farmers, producers, and exporters a
level playing field in China bypassing
permanent normal trade relations.

While there have been compelling ar-
guments made on both sides of this dif-
ficult issue, I believe that approving
PNTR is clearly in America’s best in-
terests. This opportunity is especially
important to our Nation’s farmers. The
U.S. Department of Agriculture esti-
mates that farm exports to China could
grow by $2 billion annually as a result
of PNTR. But normalizing trade with
China would do far more than just in-
crease American exports. It will also
expand democratic influence in China
as American businesses bring our
democratic ideals directly to the Chi-
nese people.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support PNTR.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. COYNE), who recognizes
that the 500,000 Bibles printed in Chi-
nese in China is not even enough to
provide one to each political or reli-
gious prisoner, much less leave any in
the motel rooms.

(Mr. COYNE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in opposition to PNTR for China.

Granting permanent normal trade re-
lations to China would send the wrong
message to the Chinese government
and to the American people. China’s
workers earn pitifully low wages and
work without even minimal safety
standards in their factories. The fac-
tories in China are not subject to envi-
ronmental standards common in other
countries around the world. Some
claim that by trading with China,
workers’ rights and environmental
standards will improve. In China, how-
ever, labor leaders are routinely ar-
rested and detained for long periods
under harsh conditions.

The Chinese government has shown over
and over again that it will not tolerate the for-
mation of labor unions. It is unlikely that for-
eign or Chinese factory owners will push to
change this policy. Manufacturing firms in
China are also not likely to demand environ-
mental standards.

Ending the United States’ right to review the
terms of trade with China yearly will only slow
the pace of reform and remove a powerful de-
terrent to the most flagrant, visible abuses of
human rights in China. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote against PNTR until the Chi-
nese government makes visible progress on
these issues.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), the leader in human
rights in this Congress.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, a man does
not live by bread alone, and if one lis-
tens to the debate, one would begin to
wonder.

It was 55 years ago last month that
Dietrich Bonhoffer was marched from
his prison cell in Flossenburg Prison in

Nazi Germany and hung because he
stood on behalf of human rights and
speaking out. There are modern
Dietrich Bonhoffers in prison today in
China, and this Congress and this ad-
ministration ignores it.

We talk about the Berlin Wall fall-
ing; to my side, the Berlin Wall did not
fall. Ronald Reagan pushed it down. He
pushed it down with the help of the
Pope and the AFL–CIO who helped
Lech Walesa and Natan Sharansky and
Andrei Sakharov and others.

We say that we are changing the tac-
tics that work to defeat communism.
Can anyone imagine a Member getting
up in this body in the 1980s saying, let
us help give more money to Russia,
that way we will defeat them.

We say we are a pro-family Congress
and a pro-family party. Mr. Speaker,
500 women a day in China commit sui-
cide and endure forced abortion and
forced sterilization.

We say we are for a strong defense,
and if Members got the CIA briefing
and unfortunately, not many did, they
see the threat to this country, and they
see that every major veterans’ group
supports defeat of this.

In closing, Ronald Reagan said on
December 4, 1992, ‘‘Do not forget those
who suffer under tyranny and violence.
Do not abandon them to the evils of to-
talitarian rule or democratic neglect.
For the freedom we celebrate is not the
freedom to starve, the freedom to lan-
guish in a long, starless night of the
soul. This, at least, is something that
should be beyond debate.’’

Mr. Speaker, I urge and pray that the
Members who are undecided, particu-
larly on our side, which has been a
party that has been against com-
munism, for human rights, for reli-
gious freedom and for defense, will vote
this down.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA).

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, I have to say that we
have heard a lot said, I am not going to
go over the statistics here, I am just
going to say that not only for New Jer-
sey, but for the Nation, the bottom line
here is that this is a jobs bill. It is a
jobs bill for all of us throughout the
country.

I must say to my colleagues that all
reliable and objective economists and
business analysts agree and assert
these truths. We would not have all of
the governors and all of the business
groups and all of the groups across the
country with a strong endorsement
here, including defense groups sup-
porting this, if these truths were not
self-evident.

Mr. Speaker, I must also tell my col-
leagues that it is an American jobs bill
because it is estimated that a quarter
of a trillion dollars in infrastructure

over the next 10 years will have to be
spent in China, and that means Amer-
ican energy, gas, construction,
telecom, and engineering companies
will compete for the vast majority of
these dollars. By the way, it should be
stressed, there is no doubt but that the
European Union and Japan is waiting
to take over these markets if we fail in
this opportunity.

Mr. Speaker, I am in strong support of
granting Permanent Normal Trade Relations
with China. This will be one of the most signifi-
cant votes in years. The stakes are high. This
is a defining moment for American workers
and American businesses. When the House
votes on Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) for China we will be deciding whether
the United States will continue to lead in the
global economy.

AN AMERICAN JOBS BILL

Mr. Speaker, this legislation can not just be
considered a trade bill. Today we will vote on
an American jobs bill. The benefits of trade
with China effect every state in the nation. Di-
rect exports from my state of New Jersey to
China totaled over $373 million in 1998. Ap-
proximately 25% of all goods produced in New
Jersey are exported. New Jersey ports and
their workers handled $9.4 billion in imports
from China in that same year. It is also esti-
mated that 1 out of every 8 New Jersey jobs
are connected to producing goods for export.
The bottom line is that trade with China cre-
ates millions of good jobs at good wages in
New Jersey and all across the nation.

This is an American jobs bill because it is
estimated that China will need to spend al-
most a quarter of a trillion dollars on infra-
structure alone over the next ten years. Amer-
ican energy, gas, construction, telecom, and
engineering companies will compete for a ma-
jority of these dollars. A recent study by Gold-
man Sachs estimates that increased access to
China’s markets from PNTR would be worth
an additional $13 billion annually to U.S. work-
ers, farmers and companies by 2005.

In the expanding global economy, we can-
not ignore that China represents a dynamic,
expanding market for our exports. Once Con-
gress votes for PNTR and China enters the
World Trade Organization (WTO), American
businesses, manufacturers, and farmers will
have unprecedented direct access to China’s
1.3 billion people. This will open the door for
them to do what they do best—compete and
win by offering the best product or service.

It is the American economy that stands to
win from approval of PNTR. Denial of PNTR
status to China will damage our own economy
and only serve the interests of our inter-
national trade competitors. The Europeans
have already negotiated a trade deal with
China and are just waiting for us to turn our
back on potential Chinese customers so they
can step into the breach. Japan is also waiting
for these trade advantages.

CONCERNS ABOUT CHINA

I understand the concerns raised by those
who oppose PNTR for China. I, too, continue
to be deeply concerned about some of the ac-
tions of China’s government. Clearly, there ex-
ists much room for improvement. But with this
vote, the question is not whether we approve
or disapprove of China’s record on human
rights or their international posturing. The
question is what is the best way to approach
China to influence their future behavior?
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I believe the answer is for Congress to grant

PNTR. In fact former Presidents Bush, Carter
and Ford, Governor Bush and Vice President
Gore, Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Green-
span, the Reverend Billy Graham, nine former
Secretaries of the Treasury, six former Secre-
taries of State, eight former Secretaries of Ag-
riculture, 40 Governors, and leading Chinese
activists all believe the answer is for Congress
to grant PNTR for China.

If Congress votes in favor of PNTR, China
will not change overnight. It will take time for
the old monolith to fall away in favor of a dy-
namic new society. But just look at the dif-
ference American business is making in
China. The best and brightest of Chinese
workers are flocking away from the old state
owned enterprises in favor of working for for-
eign owned businesses. American businesses
offer the Chinese not only better pay and ben-
efits but also allows them the opportunity to
excel and move up the economic and social
ladder. I submit that the momentum behind
these changes once unleashed will be impos-
sible to slow.

Clearly, trade relations will strengthen the
rule of law. And an historical truth is that eco-
nomic ties open borders and expand human
rights, bringing them closer to the world com-
munity.

CONCLUSION

Yes, it will take time for China to change.
But their participation in the WTO will pull
them closer into the family of nations and en-
force the rule of law. Our engagement with
China will create jobs here at home and will
breathe the entrepreneurial spirit and freedom
throughout their land.

In summary: (1) this landmark agreement
will mean more American jobs at good wages
here at home.

(2) This will strengthen rule of law and ex-
pand human rights by bringing them into the
world community.

(3) And significantly, if we reject PNTR it will
further open the European countries and
Japan to take over these profitable markets. I
urge support for PNTR.

I urge my colleagues to support PNTR for
China.

SUPPORT FOR PERMANENT NORMAL TRADE RELATIONS
WITH CHINA

American Leaders and Veterans: Presidents
Bush and Ford, both World War II veterans;
General Colin Powell; Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Secretary of Defense William Cohen; Former
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney; Six former
Secretaries of State; Forty seven Governors
including George W. Bush; and Senator John
McCain.

Business Groups: New Jersey Chamber of
Commerce; New Jersey Business and Indus-
try Association; U.S. Chamber of Commerce;
and National Association of Manufacturers.

Agriculture: New Jersey Farm Bureau; and
Northeast Farmer Cooperative (representing
New Jersey Dairy Farmers).

Religious Leaders: The Reverend Billy
Graham, and Pat Robertson.

All believe the answer is for Congress to
grant PNTR for China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN), one of the out-
standing members of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

(Mr. CARDIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from New York
for yielding me this time.

During the last several months, it
has become clear to me that the action
we are taking today is not just the an-
nual review of whether China should be
given normal trade relations, but a
major policy initiative by the Clinton
administration.

I am concerned that the rejection of
this agreement could have serious na-
tional security ramifications. However,
that does not mean that this body
should just automatically approve per-
manent normal trade relations with
China.

It was important to me, and I think
to many Members of this body, that in
order for us to support this change,
there needed to be an adequate package
of related issues incorporated in the
vote. That has happened.

First, we have incorporated the pro-
visions concerning human rights. I do
not think any of us believe that we
would now reject the annual review of
normal trade relations with China.
That has been an ineffective way to re-
view human rights progress within
China. The new mechanism which in-
stitutionalizes that review will be a
more effective way to review human
rights.

b 1415

Second, the provisions provide for en-
forcement of our trade laws against
China.

Third, we have codified the new surge
provisions which provide a more liberal
standard to be able to take action
against China for illegally imported
products.

Fourth, the President has made it
clear that environment and labor will
be our priorities in the new rounds of
WTO discussions.

Lastly, let me say that I applaud the
administration in its commitment to
use all the resources of its office to en-
force our existing trade laws. It is im-
portant that we not only protect U.S.
industries against illegally imported
products from China, but from all of
our trading partners.

I believe that if we look at the total
package, plus the statements that have
been made by the administration, we
now have a package that is worth sup-
porting.

Mr. Speaker, if the sole issue before
us today is whether Congress will ap-
prove the administration’s initiative to
normalize trade with China, subject
China to the standards of the rule of
law within WTO, based upon the pack-
age that is being presented and the
commitments of the administration, I
believe it is in our national interests to
approve this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4444, and urge the House to adopt this impor-
tant measure.

I am pleased that the Rules Committee has
incorporated the bipartisan Levin-Bereuter pro-
visions into the underlying bill which author-
izes the accession of China into the WTO. My

support for this legislation was and is contin-
gent on the Levin-Bereuter provisions on
human rights, workers’ rights, and anti-surge
safeguards. In addition, I am pleased that the
legislation provides for strict monitoring and
enforcement of China’s compliance with its
WTO obligations by the United States.

During the past several months, I have re-
ceived a great deal of information from the op-
ponents and proponents of PNTR. The infor-
mation that I have received has been very
helpful in my consideration of this difficult
issue.

It has been increasingly clear that this vote
on PNTR is not just another trade vote, but a
major foreign policy initiative by our govern-
ment. Traditionally Congress has delegated
this responsibility to the President. Regardless
of how one feels about trade with China, I am
convinced that the rejection of this agreement
by Congress will have serious ramifications for
the natural security interests of the United
States and our friends in Asia. The failure of
this legislation will strengthen the hand of the
hard-liners in Beijing who want to keep China
out of the community of nations.

With respect to the economic issues that
underlie this agreement, we must recognize
that China already has access to our markets.
The bilateral agreement concluded between
the United States and China as part of China’s
accession to the WTO will only help US manu-
facturers, producers and farmers gain access
to the China market.

With respect to human rights, I have always
believed that trade could be an effective tool
in achieving human rights goals. Human rights
considerations have led me to consistently op-
pose the annual extension of most favored na-
tion for China. Yet I acknowledge that the an-
nual review of NTR has not been effective in
advancing human rights in China. Most human
rights advocates have now concluded that it is
unrealistic to expect that the US would ever
revoke NTR for China.

Mr. Speaker, let me briefly review the impor-
tant provisions of the legislation that have led
me to my decision to support this proposal.
The key provisions address my concerns re-
garding human rights, oversight and enforce-
ment of China’s WTO obligations, workers’
rights, and anti-surge provisions. They impose
conditions that are much stronger than have
ever been presented during the consideration
of the annual extension of trade with China.

Most important, the legislation would estab-
lish a Congressional-Executive Commission
on China. This Commission is modeled on the
Commission on Security and Cooperation in
Europe (CSCE), of which I am proud to serve
as a member and a Commissioner. The China
Commission will: 1) monitor human rights and
religious freedom in China; (2) monitor overall
aspects of labor market issues in China; and
(3) monitor and encourage the development of
rule-of-law and democracy-building in China.

The Commission will submit annual reports
to Congress and the President, including ap-
propriate WTO-consistent recommendations
for legislative and/or executive action. It will
maintain a list of victims of human rights
abuses in China, and it will provide Members
of Congress with information on the issues
within its purview.

I expect that the Commission will institu-
tionalize Congressional examination of meas-
ures by the Chinese Government that affect
US interests. It will serve to identify needed
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reforms in China’s policies and call attention to
any troubling activities of the Chinese govern-
ment. Nobody supposes that passage of
PNTR will bring an immediate end to the abu-
sive practices of the Chinese government.
PNTR will, however, bring the pressure of
international economic activity to bear on the
repressive practices of the Chinese.

At the same time, the Commission will pro-
vide an important conduit between Chinese
citizens, on the one hand, and the U.S. Gov-
ernment and public, on the other hand. I firmly
believe that increased exposure to U.S. values
will accelerate progress in China on human
rights and economic freedom. Finally, the
Commission will be a strong, effective, an
unique point of contact on China issues be-
tween Congress and the Administration.

The legislation also requires the U.S. Trade
Representative to issue an annual report on
China’s compliance with WTO obligations. The
report will cover compliance by China with
commitments made in connection with its ac-
cession to the WTO, including both multilateral
commitments and any bilateral commitments
made to the U.S. The report will be a guide to
where and how to commit the enforcement re-
sources of the US Government.

The Administration has also agreed to press
for a mechanism for reviewing China’s compli-
ance with WTO obligations on an annual
basis. Such a mechanism will be especially
valuable as we proceed through the early
stages of development of a free market and
the rule of law in China.

The legislation also calls for additional re-
sources to be allocated to the U.S. Trade
Representative as well as other Cabinet agen-
cies to strengthen the ability of the United
States to monitor and enforce Chinese compli-
ance with trade agreements.

We are all aware that China has engaged in
abusive and horrendous practices of employ-
ing forced and prison labor in the production
of goods. Our efforts to highlight these prac-
tices and pressure the Chinese to end them
have had little success to this point. This legis-
lation instructs the President to establish an
interagency task force to monitor and promote
effective enforcement of the prohibition on the
importation of goods made by forced or prison
labor into the United States.

The legislation before us also calls for the
allocation of resources to the Departments of
Commerce, State, and Labor to provide train-
ing and technical assistance in China for pur-
poses of developing the rule of law with re-
spect to commercial and labor market stand-
ards. The departments will establish programs
to assist China in bringing its laws into compli-
ance with international requirements, including
WTO rules, and in developing processes to
enforce the rule of law.

One of the strongest features of the bilateral
agreement negotiated by the Clinton Adminis-
tration is product-specific safeguard which will
be included in China’s protocol of accession to
the WTO. This special anti-surge safeguard
will apply to China for a period of 12 years fol-
lowing China’s accession to the WTO. These
provisions are more reasonable, and more fa-
vorable for U.S. industry and workers, than the
comparable provisions that apply in general
U.S. trade law to our other trading partners.
The China safeguard contains lower causation
and injury standards than ordinarily would
apply between WTO members under section
201 of the Trade Act of 1974. The codification

of this provision by the Levin-Bereuter pack-
age is a vital feature of today’s legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I also believe that we should
amend our trade laws to apply the China
standards on dumping to all countries. Such
Congressional action would be consistent with
our WTO obligations. I have prepared and of-
fered such a bipartisan amendment, with my
colleague Mr. English of Pennsylvania, in both
the Ways & Means Committee and in the
Rules Committee. The amendment contains
several provisions from HR 1505, the bipar-
tisan Fair Trade Law Enhancement Act of
1999, introduced by Representative ENGLISH
and myself in the first session of this Con-
gress.

In 1999, we witnessed a surge of subsidized
imported steel into the U.S. While some of
that import surge came from China, it also
came from Russia, Japan, Brazil, and South
Korea. Our existing anti-dumping and counter-
vailing duty laws and relief under Section 201
of the Trade Act of 1974 were not able to help
U.S. industries from these illegal imports. The
new surge provisions negotiated with China
will help in regards to future China imports.
However, they will do nothing to help in re-
gards to our other trading partners. Under
WTO, we should use the more realistic China
causation standards for all countries rather
than using the causation standards included,
for example, currently in Section 201. My
amendment would have corrected this incon-
sistency.

Unfortunately, my amendment was not
made in order for consideration by the full
House. I am hopeful that, after we act today
to codify the trade laws applying to China, the
next logical step will be to extend these stand-
ards to all of our trading partners. In addition,
the Administration has given me assurances
that it will vigorously use the full resources of
its authority to enforce existing trade laws and
that the Administration will not tolerate any ille-
gal dumping. The Commerce Department is
currently preparing a detailed report and anal-
ysis on last year’s steel dumping. I plan to
work closely with the Administration and con-
cerned members from both sides of the aisle
and workers and management in affected in-
dustries to make sure that we adopt measures
to prevent future occurrences similar to what
happened in 1999.

There has been much discussion as to how
to advance international standards for labor
and environment in our trade negotiations.
Progress in that regard has been made in the
China agreement.

It is also important to note that President
Clinton made it clear to our trading partners in
Seattle that any future trade rounds under the
World Trade Organization must include the
discussion of international labor and environ-
mental standards. I wholeheartedly support
the President in insisting that international
labor and environmental standards be in-
cluded among our nation’s priorities in nego-
tiations with our trading partners.

The sole issue before us today is whether
Congress will approve the Administration’s ini-
tiative to normalize trade with China and sub-
ject China to the standards and rule of law
within the World Trade Organization. We all
understand that China is far from a model cit-
izen in the world community of nations. The
question is how to move the world’s largest
country, a country which, in our lifetimes, will
become the world’s largest economy, in the di-

rection of democracy, openness, and eco-
nomic freedom. Based on the full package that
is being presented and the steps taken by the
Administration to enforce our existing trade
laws, I believe that Congress’s ratification of
the President’s ratification of the President’s
initiative is in the best interest of our country.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY), who understands
that China will soon surpass the United
States to become the leading emitter
of greenhouse gases and that will not
abate.

(Mr. CROWLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, al-
though I am for free and fair trade, as
well as engagement with China, now is
not the time for permanent normal
trade relations. China has simply not
matured enough politically or eco-
nomically to have permanent normal
trade relations with the U.S.

China still poses a danger to our na-
tional security, has a record of gross
human rights violations, including the
use of prison labor, and a lack of reli-
gious freedom. China also has a terrible
record on the environment and has
some of the most polluted cities in the
entire world.

I think it is dangerous to give up the
most important leverage we have in
order to get China to comply with the
agreements, the annual review process,
and the carrot of permanent relations.
You do not give away the carrot before
you get the results that you want.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to oppose granting permanent normal
trade relations to China.

Although I am for free and fair trade, as well
as engagement with China, now is not the
time for Permanent NTR.

China, has simply not matured enough po-
litically or economically to have permanent
normal trade relations with the United States.
China still poses a danger to our national se-
curity, has a record of gross human rights vio-
lations, including the use of prison labor and
a lack of religious freedom. China also has a
terrible record on the environment and has
some of the most polluted cities in the world.

Additionally, China has violated every
agreement it has made with the Untied States.
Even the Administration doesn’t trust them in
this respect, which is why they’ve proposed a
rapid response team to monitor China’s com-
pliance with this deal.

I think it is dangerous to give up the most
important leverage we have in getting China to
comply with its agreements, the annual review
process and the carrot of permanent relations.
You don’t give away the carrot before you get
the result you want.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my colleagues to
oppose granting China Permanent NTR until
they have proven they can abide by their inter-
national obligations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD) The Chair announces that the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 181⁄2 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
has 151⁄2 minutes remaining, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
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has 251⁄2 minutes remaining, and the
gentleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 271⁄2 remaining.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, our decision to give per-
manent normal trade relations to
China should not be based on what is
profitable for our country today at the
expense of our future.

Arguments that trade with China
would lead to the evolution of demo-
cratic principles which will spread to
the people hold no weight. The truth is,
we have been engaged in trade with
China for 30 years; yet they remain the
most repressive government in the
world. Has our strengthening of Chi-
na’s regime through trade brought po-
litical freedom? Absolutely not.

I cannot close my eyes to the human
rights abuses, to the political oppres-
sion of religious intolerance of the Chi-
nese Government. I cannot turn a deaf
ear to the workers on both sides of the
ocean who clamor for better working
conditions and fairer wages.

I refuse to turn my back on the nu-
clear and security threat that China
poses to our great Nation and its
neighbors like Taiwan. And it is unbe-
lievable to me that we are on the brink
of giving the Chinese all of our elec-
tronic and computer capability to help
them guide their missiles to our cities.

As the dragon stands knocking at our
door, knocking ever so loudly, do we
permanently give it free access inside,
when in the past it is broken its prom-
ises, stolen our technology, com-
promised our security? Do we allow the
Chinese Government to prosper when it
treats its citizens, the very people it
should be protecting so poorly, so un-
justly?

China has been promising economic
concessions to buy its way into the
WTO. But it has shown no willingness
to change its political dogma. Abol-
ishing our yearly review of trade rela-
tions gives carte blanche to the Chi-
nese Government. We should not per-
manently reward and appease its in-
transigence.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote against PNTR for China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE).

(Mr. OSE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of Per-
manent Trade relations with China.

My district encompasses the Sacramento
Valley in California. Agriculture is the dominant
industry in the region. One of the reasons I
support free trade is that it’s good for my farm-
ers.

We’ve all heard about how PNTR with
China will increase Ag. exports and boost the
rural economy. We’ve also heard about how
PNTR with China will increase exports in man-
ufacturing, high tech, and services. All these
things are true.

In fact, during the debate over PNTR with
China, the proponents have consistently high-

lighted the tremendous export possibilities of
trade with China.

But free trade benefits all Americans, not
just companies that export. Lets review some
of the benefits of free trade to the American
people.

1. Comparative Advantage.—In the theory
of Comparative Advantage, Americans will
produce products that we are best at pro-
ducing and other nations will produce products
that they are best at producing.

With free trade, we don’t have to waste time
and labor on producing low quality products.
By importing certain goods, American workers
are freed to produce higher quality items that
bring higher wages.

2. Increase Competitiveness.—Open trade
forces American companies to compete with
foreign companies. This competitiveness
causes U.S. businesses to continually try to
improve their products and lower their prices.

Does anyone in this Congress believe that
the U.S. auto industry would be as healthy, or
that U.S. cars would be of such high quality,
if not for the competition from Japan?

As a result of that competition, our auto in-
dustry is competitive around the world and
American consumers can buy world class
American/made automobiles.

3. Keeps Inflation in Check.—Trade also
helps keep inflation in check by acting as a
safety valve when the economy heats up. The
recent period of robust economic growth, low
unemployment, and low inflation is unprece-
dented in our history. A significant portion of
this success is attributed the fact that our mar-
kets are open.

As we consider this vote today, let us keep
one thing in mind. Tariffs are really taxes on
consumers. When we reduce barriers to trade,
consumers win. In fact, American families
save thousands of dollars a year because of
trade, freeing up money that can be spent on
a home, or education or health care.

As we vote today, I urge my colleagues to
consider all the ways the American people
benefit from trade.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON–LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in appreciation of
the deliberations that have occurred on
this very important vote. I also rise to
say that this morning I saw the story
of a young Chinese woman coming off
the bus in China from a village with
her 5-year-old child loaded down with
her bags, looking for a better qualify of
life. As I watched her seeking a greater
place in the sun for that little boy, I
knew that this vote today had to be
more than efforts on behalf of trade be-
tween the United States of America
and China. It had to be a vote with
backbone.

This vote to support PNTR has to be
a vote to trade with China and ex-
change democracy, to trade and ex-
change the products of the United
States made by American workers and
made in America; to create opportuni-
ties for intellectual and academic
change; to create the opportunity to
export technology to China and to
close the digital divide in places like

the 18th Congressional District; and by
greater trade in opportunities for
American businessmen. I hope to see
an increase in the opportunities for
capital investment in rural and urban
America.

Trade is, of course, the engine of the
21st century. The PNTR is not closing
the door; it is opening the door of de-
mocracy to China.

I rise to support this legislation, and I would
ask that we do it with a backbone on behalf
of the American people of the United States of
America, so that our exports include both our
goods and commodities as well as our values
of democracy, peace, and a better quality of
life.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of grant-
ing Permanent Normal Trade Relations for
China. I have come to this conclusion after in-
tensely listening to arguments for some period
of time from many supporters and opponents
of the PNTR, and weighing the pros and cons
of this extremely important trade bill.

I want to thank Chairman ARCHER and
Ranking Member RANGEL for their important
work on this legislation. They should be com-
mended for their hard work.

It is my hope that every one’s views on this
bill will be respected on this vote, and that we
will find a constructive way to unify after this
vote for the good of all Americans. This is truly
a vote of conscience that each and every
member has wrestled with.

For several years, I have recognized that
trade with China has value for Americans and
the people of China, yet I have reservations.
My record on trade measures since coming to
Congress demonstrates my willingness to
evaluate each vote on its own merits. Each
year that I have voted for most-favored-nation
status for China, I have likewise raised my
voice against the ‘‘undemocratic’’ ways of that
nation.

It is imperative that we recognize that Amer-
ican companies must reinvest in rural and
urban America as a result of PNTR. Unlike
during the Cold War, we have unparalled op-
portunities to bring the people of China and
America much closer together. America has a
responsibility to invest and to establish a rapid
response for companies that are affected as a
result of job loss.

I have been working very closely with the
Administration to secure a commitment to des-
ignate the Department of Labor to study job
losses and to provide added relief to American
workers adversely affected by the PNTR
agreement.

I have also worked to establish a Task
Force on small businesses from a range of
agencies within the United States government
to facilitate and negotiate doing business in
China. This Task Force would be responsible
for specifically encouraging trade between
United States small businesses and these
newly established small business in China.

We are not here to discuss whether China
will gain access to the WTO. We recognize it
will do so and that the unconditional most-fa-
vored nation (MFN) principle requires that
trade concessions be granted ‘‘immediately
and unconditionally’’ to all 135 WTO Members.
More importantly, the World Trade Organiza-
tion is not nor should it be a human rights pol-
icy toward China. Nothing about this vote
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should reflect our Nation’s views about current
or past human rights practices in China. This
is about how to bring about change over the
long-term.

The World Trade Organization would
strengthen against surges in imports from
China and open Chinese markets to more
U.S. exports. The November 1999 Agreement
between the United States and China contains
a product-specific safeguard, which will be in-
cluded in China’s protocol of accession to the
WTO. A provision was recently added to this
legislation that spells out procedures for effec-
tively invoking that safeguard.

H.R. 4444 presently before the House en-
ables the United States to grant PNTR to
China once it has completed its accession,
provided that it is on terms at least as good
as those in our 1999 bilateral agreement. By
granting permanent trade relations to China, it
will open its markets to an unprecedented de-
gree, while in return the United States simply
maintains its current market access policies.
The enhanced trade and services for Amer-
ican and Chinese companies could be dra-
matic for Texans and Americans as a whole.

Texas alone has export sales to China of
more than $580 million in 1998—nearly 50
percent above its sales in 1993. Shipments
through the Port of Houston with China includ-
ing Hong Kong totaled $444 million in 1998. In
1999, air cargo trade between Houston and
China, including Hong Kong totaled $1.5 mil-
lion kilograms and was valued at $56 million.
In short, China has come a long way since we
established relations in 1971, and develop fur-
ther relations through PNTR.

Through the PNTR deal, we gain even more
significant concessions regarding PNTR. U.S.
companies would be able to take advantage of
several provisions of the U.S.-China Trade
deal after China accedes to the WTO, but only
if Congress permanently normalizes China’s
trade status. For example, tarrifs on industrial
products on coming into China would fall to an
average of 9.4 percent by 2005 from 24 per-
cent. Agricultural tariffs will fall to 17.5 percent
from 31 percent.

In addition, the technology industry in my
district would benefit from PNTR. For exam-
ple, foreign companies would be able to own
up to 49% of Chinese telecommunications
ventures upon China’s entry into the WTO,
and up to 50% in the second year. And China
will import some 40 foreign films in the first
year of the agreement, up from 10, and allow
foreign films and musical companies to share
in distribution revenues on 20 of these firms.
The benefits are clearly advantageous to our
industries as we support democratization in
China.

PNTR is more than a matter of economics
for so many of us—including those that have
worked on the promotion of democracy and
the rule of law around the world. I happen to
have been one who with great trepidation
voted for the MFN status, based upon the
many strong arguments that have been made
that if you continue to expose a nation to op-
portunity, to democracy, to the respect of
human rights, would see gradually those parts
of the world. I am hoping and would hope
most of us would like to believe that we have
that kind of trend moving forward in China.

I have had discussions with Former Presi-
dent Jimmy Carter, who strongly voiced his
support for granting PNTR to China. Clearly,
religious oppression is a continuous concern

as a general matter in China. Nevertheless,
President Carter eloquently emphasized that
villages outside large cities in China are hav-
ing free elections and that the freedom to
practice one’s religion has been growing. This
is a very positive development. The Chinese
people must be counted on to relish these
rights and to fight for opportunities at the table
of democracy.

Former President Jimmy Carter has worked
relentlessly since leaving the oval office to
press for open, free, and fair elections all over
the world. He has been advocating a powerful
human rights agenda within our foreign policy
and I salute him for his efforts.

PNTR could help many of these villagers
find ways to improve their economic and so-
cial well being. For example, some companies
are simply showing the Chinese how to im-
prove fertilizers to improve agricultural growth.
The people of China certainly should be em-
powered with the ability to feed their people.
That should be a basic right.

At the same time, Americans should under-
stand that granting PNTR should not remove
the responsibility from Congress, this Adminis-
tration, or any future Administration in assess-
ing and responding to any drastic negative im-
pact on Americans as a result of this legisla-
tion. For this reason, I expect to develop spe-
cific proposals with the Administration that will
help small businesses under the PNTR. This
is vital to small businesses, especially minority
and women-owned entities.

In the 18th Congressional District in Hous-
ton Texas, which has a per capita income of
$11,091, many of my constituents have not
prospered as much as others throughout the
Nation. PNTR will spur capital investments,
and investment opportunities that would come
from international trade.

There will be more appropriate opportunities
for expressing dissatisfaction with China’s
human rights record. I strongly share the view
that we must keep pressure on China. A con-
gressional-executive commission within this
legislation would help monitor human rights
and labor rights while placing safeguards
against import surges could play a pivotal role
regarding our concerns in China. By address-
ing human rights matters when they arise, the
United States can continue to play a crucial
role in demanding that the Chinese leadership
live up to WTO commitments.

We must also recognize that the United
States has held a vote on renewal of PNTR
status for China every year since 1990, never
once actually withdrawing NTR status. Unfor-
tunately, the annual NTR vote has been less
than effective in promoting the protection of
human rights standards in China.

Some argue that granting PNTR means the
United States loses leverage over China by
surrendering annual reviews. I have consid-
ered the gravity of this question for some time.
In my work in Congress on numerous rights
matters, whether domestic or internationally
oriented, I have focused much of my attention
as a Representative of the 18th Congressional
District on the promotion of economic, civil,
and political rights. I have never hesitated to
expressly address basic human rights viola-
tions wherever they may occur and specifically
in the context of the annual review process for
normal trade relations (NTR) with China.

Under the proposed legislation, U.S. indus-
tries or workers claiming injury due to import
surges from China would have legal recourse

to the International Trade Commission and in
other venues. This would protect our workers
or U.S. industries that suffer job losses from
as a result of the agreement with China.

The vote on PNTR provides a unique oppor-
tunity to support the democratization of China.
We should be honest that it will not happen
overnight. It will only happen over time.

Mr. Speaker, a ‘‘no’’ vote would damage our
Sino-American relations—both economic and
strategic—for years to come. By denying per-
manent normal trade relations status, we
would irreparably damage our relationship with
China, a country of 1.2 billion. I do not think
we can afford to follow such a perilous course.

As I review our options today, I am simply
unconvinced that constraining China in our
trade relations within the WTO will help ad-
vance human rights in China. To the contrary,
I have become increasingly convinced that
changes resulting from the deal, including
greater foreign investment and trade, will ben-
efit ordinary Chinese workers and business-
men with the outside world.

Finally, I have deliberated very carefully
about the magnitude of this decision. I recog-
nize that trade with China and trade generally
is good for our economy and the American
people. At the same time, I look forward to op-
portunities through the WTO to enhance the
protection of human rights as I and other law-
makers have advocated.

Mr. Speaker, a vote for PNTR should not
leave any American workers behind. We must
export democracy to China and not ignore this
momentous opportunity. For these reasons, I
will vote to give opportunities to the American
worker, I will vote to give opportunities to
American businesses, and I will vote to give
opportunities to the people of China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY), who recognizes
that women in China are only allowed
to have one child if they are married,
and unmarried women are forced to
have abortions.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, one
of the more compelling arguments for
PNTR is that it will improve the life of
Chinese workers and that U.S. compa-
nies will export higher wages and bet-
ter working conditions, but this fac-
tual and shocking report says exactly
the opposite, that, in fact, U.S. compa-
nies are instead taking advantage of
the nearest slave labor conditions and
wages, that persist in Chinese fac-
tories. But we should not be surprised
that companies like Wal-Mart, half of
whose U.S. workers qualify for food
stamps, have workers in China, nearly
half of which owe the factory money
after working for a month, 12 to 14
hours a day, making Kathie Lee hand-
bags. Opponents of this proposal dis-
miss as isolationists and antiprogress,
but we favor establishing rules that
protect workers and establish our
ideals.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HAYES).

(Mr. HAYES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HAYES. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my colleagues to oppose
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this measure of permanent normal
trade relations for the People’s Repub-
lic of China. It does not represent a fair
trade agreement for our Nation’s tex-
tile workers. For the tens of thousands
of textile employees in North Caro-
lina’s 8th Congressional District, this
agreement continues down the road of
trading away their jobs to cheap prod-
ucts. The end result of NAFTA, Africa/
CBI, and now PNTR has been the con-
tinued erosion of one of our Nation’s
oldest industries.

I believe in opening new markets for
our products and I am supportive of en-
couraging a fair trade agreement with
China. However, we cannot continue to
benefit foreign industries at the ex-
pense of our textile workers. I am fully
aware of the potential benefits of trade
with China. However, it is wrong to ask
the workers of the 8th District of North
Carolina and across the country to
make sacrifices for those abroad when
so many are struggling to make ends
meet right here at home. I invite my
colleagues who believe PNTR is great
for America to come to my district and
see the real effects of so-called free
trade.

Mr. Speaker, oppose this measure.
Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to our distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Cincinnati, Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN).

(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of PNTR. I have to say I have listened
to a lot of the debate and many of the
arguments that are made against
PNTR I think simply are not focused
on what we are voting on today. They
are not relevant to the vote today.

What we are voting on today is
whether the United States is going to
be able to take advantage of a one-
sided trade agreement that only bene-
fits us with the Chinese by normalizing
trade relations with China. Yes, put-
ting China in the same category as
emerging countries in Eastern Europe
like Romania, countries in Africa like
Kenya or Egypt, rather than putting
China in the category of enemy coun-
tries like Libya or Iraq or Cuba, that is
all this is about.

Why can we not take advantage of
this one-sided trade agreement that
only benefits us unless we do this
today? Because then they will not have
the ability in WTO to give us the bene-
fits they have just negotiated with us.

This is about jobs. It is about exports
from my district and other districts.
The most important export is going to
be the export of U.S. ideas and U.S.
values, to bring China into the main-
stream.

With all due respect, so many of the
arguments being made about human
rights, about the environments, about
national security, they are not rel-
evant to the vote we are making today.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of con-
tinued Normal Trade Relations between the
United States and China.

Trade with China has been a significant fac-
tor in the economic expansion we’ve been
able to enjoy during the 1990s. In my own dis-
trict, Greater Cincinnati companies exports to
China have almost doubled in this decade
alone. That means more jobs for my constitu-
ents, more prosperity for the families and busi-
nesses in Southwest Ohio, and a healthier
economy for the area I represent, for the state
of Ohio as a whole and, indeed, for the entire
nation.

For those of my colleagues who are unde-
cided on this subject, I’d urge you to take a
close look at this PNTR agreement, because
it makes so much sense. This is a totally one-
sided agreement. Because we already have
an essentially open market, we’ve given away
nothing to get this deal, but we’ve received
unprecedented concessions from the Chinese.

Mr. Speaker, China has a long way to go on
improving labor standards, human rights and
environmental protection. That’s why I believe
our most important export to China won’t be
out products and services. Our most important
export is our ideas and our beliefs about free-
dom and democracy.

As the United States and China develop
closer ties—as individuals from both countries
begin to interact more often with each other—
it’s going to be impossible for the Chinese
government to prevent our values and ideas
from spreading. You can already see it hap-
pening with the spread of the internet in
China, despite the best efforts of their govern-
ment to slow it down.

Mr. Speaker, we can choose to get rid of
normal trade relations with China, and stand
on the sidelines when our European and
Asian competitors take our place. Or we can
build a strong bilateral relationship through en-
gagement—opening their country to our prod-
ucts and ideas.

I urge my colleagues to support the rational
approach—and to support normal trade rela-
tions with China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
PNTR. I would like to begin by thank-
ing the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI); and, of course, the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) for their leadership in this par-
ticular measure.

I would also like to thank the Com-
mittee on Rules for putting forward
the Levin–Bereuter parallel language
that will ensure that we have mecha-
nisms to monitor China and to try to
get us closer to freer and fairer trade.

I do not disagree with those who say
that human rights is a problem, that
worker conditions are a problem, envi-
ronmental conditions are a problem in
China. They are. One cannot pick up a
newspaper without reading about the
persecution of the Falun Gong. Worker

rights, they still do not exist in China,
and certainly we know that China has
not been the best in enforcing the
agreements it has signed.

The question is not so much that
China has not done the best it could.
The question is, how do we get it to
perform better? Is it better to try to
engage it and bring it along so it can
join the community of nations? Or is it
better to shove it off to the corner, put
on a dunce cap and say they cannot
come out of the corner until they act
better?

Isolation has been proven over the
centuries to not work. Engagement,
while it may work slowly, works. I
would rather tell China, join us and do
it the right way than tell them sit in
that corner until we think they are
doing the right thing.

It is time for us to understand that
we cannot close our eyes to China.
China has problems. It will have prob-
lems for a long time; but it is up to us,
as the leader in this world, to bring
China, as we have done with other
countries, forward so it can act among
the community of nations the way we
would like to see it act.

I have the very basic concerns that
many of my colleagues who are going
to vote no have as well, but I cannot
close my eyes to the fact that China is
big, it is here, and it is not going away.

Let us learn from our experiences.
Let us move forward, and let us use the
power of the greatest democracy in the
world to show the rest of the world
that China, too, can join us as neighbor
and partner and be part of that com-
munity of nations that will make us
proud to trade with them freely and
fairly.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, when I suggested to the
gentleman that I heard William Clay
Ford, Jr., say that the Ford Motor
Company delivers excellent products
and strives to make the world a better
place, this gentleman recognized that
Ford was going to have to change that
and say they would deliver excellent
products and strive to make the world
a better place for polluters, slavery, in-
tolerance, and repression.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr.
KENNEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island. Mr.
Speaker, on human rights, China has
failed with over 1,000 executions of dis-
senters since 1998. On religious rights,
China has created an atmosphere of
dread and torture and arrest which are
commonplace, and on military aggres-
sion China’s policies are still of great
concern.

This weekend we celebrate Memorial
Day and are reminded that freedom is
not free. Our veterans laid down their
lives fighting such dictatorships such
as China. What is our generation going
to do, lay down and let them make the
deal just because we have a buck to
save? Do we not care about what this
country was founded on? Do we not
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care about human rights? This is a
travesty. This Congress passed sanc-
tions against South Africa when Nel-
son Mandela was tortured and jailed in
South Africa. What would we do today
if this was an apartheid? I guess what
we would do is do even more deals with
P.W. Botha, because that is just what
this Congress is going to do when it
does PNTR for China, is lay down with
dictators like P.W. Botha and China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it is
now a great pleasure for me to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH), a true leader in
human rights in this Congress.

b 1430

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD) very much for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, in the 1992 presidential
campaign, Mr. Clinton accused his op-
ponent of coddling the dictator of
China and promised that, if he was
elected, he would deny MFN to China
‘‘as long as they keep locking people
up.’’ Today China is locking people up
and torturing them big time.

Faced, in the spring of 1993, with a
vote that was likely to strip China of
MFN, President Clinton preempted
congressional action with the issuance
of an Executive Order that gave the
PRC one more year to reform. For
MFN to continue, significant progress
in human rights was established. The
President said in May 28, 1993, ‘‘Start-
ing today, the U.S. will speak with one
voice on China policy.’’

We are here today because the Amer-
ican people continue to harbor pro-
found concerns about a range of prac-
tices by China’s Communist leaders.
The President went on. He said that
‘‘the core of the policy will be a reso-
lute insistence upon significant
progress on human rights in China.’’

‘‘Whether I extend MFN next year’’,
the President went on, ‘‘will depend on
whether China makes significant
progress in improving its human rights
record.’’

I had nothing but praise for the
President, Mr. Speaker. I did not real-
ize at the time that we had been had.

As the probationary year progressed,
profound doubt concerning the Presi-
dent’s commitment to his own policy
emerged. So midway through that pro-
bationary period in January of 1994, I
led a human rights mission to China
and was shocked and dismayed to be
told by high Chinese officials with
whom I met that the Clinton adminis-
tration would continue MFN without
conditions, and that his human rights
linkage was pure fiction meaningless
and political. It turns out the Presi-
dent was bluffing. The fix was in, and
the Chinese dictatorship knew it. A
terrible setback for human rights, de-
mocracy, the environment, and secu-
rity issues.

Let me just point out, Mr. Speaker,
once that delinking took place, the
hard-liners knew for sure that as long

as the Clinton administration was in
place, there would never be a change.
This administration and some in Con-
gress will fight hard to protect intel-
lectual property rights and copyright
infringement.

Sanctions for the protection of CDs are wise
public policy but are deemed impermissible to
employ in the effort to protect Chinese men,
women and children from government abuse.

Torture, forced abortion, all kinds of
human rights abuses, all of them taken
together warrants no sanctions whatso-
ever. Steal some of our CDs, and we
will bring the full brunt of those sanc-
tions against you. Sometimes I think
we got our priorities wrong.

Earlier today, Mr. Speaker, the
United States Commission on Inter-
national Religious Freedom testified
before the Committee on International
Relations and made it very clear that
there has been a marked deterioration
in religious freedom in China and ad-
monished Congress not to confer PNTR
on the PRC. I ask Members to read the
77-page State Department Woman
Rights report replete with human
rights abuses.

Mr. Speaker, to date there has yet to be any
serious credible linkage of trade and human
rights. Yet today we are being asked to forgo
any possibility of linkage in the future.

Deny China PNTR today—require them to
make progress in the direction of reform and
protection of human rights.

Mr. Speaker, in the 1992 Presidential Cam-
paign, Mr. Clinton accused his opponent of
coddling the dictators of China and promised
that he, if elected, would deny MFN to China
‘‘as long as they keep locking people up.’’
Today Clinton is locking people up—and tor-
turing them—big time.

Faced in the spring of 1993 with a vote that
was likely to strip China of MFN, President
Clinton pre-empted Congressional action with
the issuance of an executive order that gave
the PRC one more year of MFN. For MFN to
continue, ‘‘Significant Progress’’ in human
rights was established as the new standard.
The president said in a speech on May 28,
1993:

Starting today, the United States will
speak with one voice on China policy. We no
longer have an Executive Branch policy and
a Congressional policy. We have an Amer-
ican policy.

We are here today because the American
people continue to harbor profound concerns
about a range of practices by China’s com-
munist leaders. We are concerned that many
activists and pro-democracy leaders, includ-
ing some from Tiananmen Square, continue
to languish behind prison bars in China for
no crime other than exercising their con-
sciences. We are concerned by the Dalai
Lama’s reports of Chinese abuses against the
people and culture of Tibet . . .

The core of this policy will be a resolute
insistence upon significant progress on
human rights in China. To implement this
policy, I am signing today an Executive
Order that will have the effect of extending
Most Favored Nation status for China for 12
months. Whether I extend MFN next year,
however, will depend upon whether China
makes significant progress in improving its
human rights record.

I had nothing but praise for the president. I
didn’t realize at the time that we had been

had. As the ‘‘probationary year’’ progressed,
profound doubt concerning the President’s
commitment to his own policy emerged.

So, midway through the ‘‘probationary pe-
riod,’’ in Jan. of 1994, I led a human rights
mission to China and was shocked and dis-
mayed to be told by high Chinese government
officials with whom I met, that President Clin-
ton would continue MFN without conditions
and that his brand of human rights linkage
was pure fiction, meaningless and political.

Turns out the President was indeed bluffing,
the fix was in, and the Chinese dictatorship
knew it. A terrible setback for human rights,
democracy, the environment and security
issues.

In a breathtaking capitulation, the Adminis-
tration officially de-linked human rights and
trade in the Spring of 1994—and the Chinese
hardliners then knew for absolute certain that
for this Administration profits trump respect for
human life and that sanctions were to be re-
served exclusively for commercial concerns,
such as intellectual property rights, copyright
infringement, and the pirating of CDs and
video cassettes. Then, and only then, would
this Administration mount up on its hind legs
to fight and employ the credible threat of sanc-
tions to ameliorate Beijing’s behavior.

In an article in the Washington Post in June
9, 1998, we get this insight, ‘‘A few months
after President Clinton de-linked MFN from
progress on human rights, there was a meet-
ing at the White House to assess the effects
of the Administration’s new China policy. At
the meeting, president Clinton announced, ‘‘I
hate our China policy. I wish I was running
against our China policy. I mean, we give
them MFN and change our commercial policy
and what has changed?’’ So reports the
Washington Post.

As Chairman of the International Operations
and Human Rights Subcommittee, I have
chaired 18 hearings and markups on human
rights abuses in China. Not only has nothing
changed for the better with our defacto de-
linking policy, human rights abuses have
changed for the worse. The delinkage policy
experiment which will be made permanent
today if this legislation passes—will worsen
the situation.

Human rights abuses have gotten progres-
sively worse in virtually every category. At a
hearing this morning with the U.S. Commis-
sion on International Religious Freedom,
Rabbi Saperstein and two commissioners tes-
tified that there was a ‘‘. . . sharp deteriora-
tion in freedom of religion in China during the
last year. The Commission believes that an
unconditional grant of PNTR at this moment
may be taken as a signal of American indiffer-
ence to religious freedom. The government of
China attaches great symbolic importance to
steps such as the grant of PNTR, and pre-
sents them to the Chinese people as proof of
international acceptance and approval.’’ Rabbi
Saperstein admonished Congress to vote
‘‘No’’ on PNTR.

I urge members to read the 77 page State
Department report, which details pervasive tor-
ture, forced abortion, and new, frightening
crackdowns on dissidents and religious believ-
ers. The U.S. State Department Report states:

Abuses included instances of extra judicial
killings, torture and mistreatment of pris-
oners, forced confessions, arbitrary arrest
and detention, lengthy incommunicado de-
tention, and denial of due process. Prison
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conditions at most facilities remained harsh.
In many cases, particularly in sensitive po-
litical cases, the judicial system denies
criminal defendants basic legal safeguards
and due process because authorities attach
higher priority to maintaining public order
and suppressing political opposition that to
enforcing legal norms. The Government in-
fringed on citizens’ privacy rights. The Gov-
ernment tightened restrictions on freedom of
speech and of the press, and increased con-
trols on the Internet; self-censorship by jour-
nalists also increased. The Government se-
verely restricted freedom of assembly, and
continued to restrict freedom of association.
The government continued to restrict free-
dom of religion, and intensified controls on
some unregistered churches. The Govern-
ment continued to restrict freedom of move-
ment. The Government does not permit inde-
pendent domestic nongovernmental organi-
zations (NGOs) to monitor publicly human
rights conditions. Violence against women,
including coercive family planning prac-
tices—which sometimes include forced abor-
tions and forced sterilization; prostitution;
discrimination against women; trafficking in
women and children; abuse of children; and
discrimination against the disabled and mi-
norities are all problems. The Government
continued to restrict tightly worker rights,
and forced labor in prison facilities remains
a serious problem. Child labor persists. Par-
ticularly serious human rights abuses per-
sisted in some minority areas, especially in
Tibet and Xinjiang, where restrictions on re-
ligion and other fundamental freedoms in-
tensified . . .

. . . Police and other elements of the secu-
rity apparatus employed torture and degrad-
ing treatment in dealing with detainees and
prisoners. Former detainees and the press re-
ported credibly that officials used electric
shocks, prolonged periods of solitary con-
finement, incommunicado detention, beat-
ings, shackles, and other forms of abuse
against detained men and women . . .

The Chinese dictators—our business part-
ners—excel in the torture chamber business
and even the internet in China is used against
its users. The State Department points out
that:

The Government increased monitoring of
the Internet during the year, and placed re-
strictions on information available on the
Internet. The Government has special Inter-
net police units to monitor and increase con-
trol of Internet content and access . . . Web
pages run by Falun Gong followers were tar-
geted specifically by the government as part
of its crackdown against the group that
began in July.

The repression of human rights in general
and the barbaric forced abortion policy is hav-
ing a devastating impact on women’s lives.
The State Department Human Rights Report
says that 500 Chinese women commit suicide
each and every day.

Mr. Speaker to date there has yet to be any
serious, credible linkage of trade and human
rights, yet we are being asked today to forgo
any possible linkage in the future. This is a
real vote—the dictatorship will actually lose
something they want. Deny China’s PNTR
today—require them to move in the direction
of reform and the protection of human rights.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker,
people are split on both sides of this,
but I would like to relay a story. Hall
Rogers and some of my Democrat col-
leagues went to Hanoi. We spoke to the

Communist Chinese Prime Minister. I
asked him, Mr. Prime Minister, why do
you not get involved in trade?

In perfect English, he said, Congress-
man, we are Communists. He said, If
we get involved in trade, people out
there will have, in his term, things,
private property and property, and we
as, Communists, will be out of busi-
ness. At that point, I said, Trade is
good.

If we take a look at where China was
20 years ago, I was there, and where
they are now, no, they will lie, cheat,
steal. They are a national security
risk. But I think the question is where
do we want China to be 20 years from
now. I think we have an ability to open
those markets and move them to the
right instead of going back to the left.
I think it is in the best interest for na-
tional security and human rights to let
them move in that direction.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
favor of this language of this treaty. I
truly believe that the failure to enact
PNTR will deprive the United States of
meaningful market access. China has
access to our markets. We need access
to their markets.

This agreement will provide a land-
mark set of rules in protecting patents,
copyrights, trademarks, and other
forms of intellectual property protec-
tion. This system protects Americans’
research, innovation, and creates in-
centives for further investment of tech-
nological services.

We need this treaty today. There is
no way that we can be the leader of the
world. Our chair at the table of the
world is empty. No agreement ever be-
fore has contained stronger language
to strengthen the guarantees of fair
trade and to address practices that dis-
tort trade and investment.

It will help American workers by
eliminating practices that can cost
American jobs and force unfair transfer
of technology to China. For the first
time, Americans will have the means
to combat many of these practices.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on Permanent
Normal Trade Relations with China (H.R.
4444).

The potential of Permanent Normal Trade
Relations is far from being realized by many
Americans, in fact, it is far from being realized
by many of my colleagues. I am here to ex-
press the reason I support this measure. What
we are doing should not be looked at as a
favor for China, but as an act that is in the
best interest of America and Americans. And
certainly, my district, my state, our country,
our American workers. Without PNTR, Amer-
ican workers, American farmers, and Amer-
ican business will be left behind.

While groups, such as Asian, Latin Amer-
ican, Canadian and European competitors
reap the benefits of PNTR, American workers,
American farmers, and American businesses
will miss out on opportunities that may pos-
sibly raise their economic standards. To com-
pete effectively, American workers, American

farmers, and American businesses, need the
access provided by granting PNTR—the ability
to export and distribute goods in China. This
access will allow our businesses to export to
China from here at home and to have their
own distribution networks in China. This is
more convenient than being forced to set up
factories in China to sell products through Chi-
nese partners. This will provide the opportunity
for our firms to attain the access they need to
China’s fastgrowing services market in sectors
like telecommunications. This agreement truly
strengthens our ability to ensure fair trade and
protect U.S. agricultural and manufacturing
bases from unwanted import surges, unfair
pricing, and unwarranted abusive investment
practices.

I truly believe that failure to enact PNTR will
deprive the United States of meaningful mar-
ket access for goods—key elements that are
necessary to safeguard American workers
from unfair import surges from China. This
agreement will also provide a landmark set of
rules for protecting patents, copyrights, trade-
marks and other forms of intellectual property.
This system protects Americans’ research and
innovation and creates incentives for further
investment and technological progress world-
wide.

Our firms also need access to China’s
fastgrowing services market in sectors like
telecommunications. Just think, this access
will allow, for the first time, our companies the
ability to sell and distribute products in China
made by workers here at home without being
forced to transfer our technology to China.
This ability to work at home also sets the
stage for increased trade, which will play a
part in raising the living standards here in
America.

The U.S., the world’s largest exporter, will
gain the most from a strong, open, multilateral
trading system. This trading system will help
raise living standards for American working
families that depend on export-related jobs. It
is a fact that jobs supported by goods exports
pay 13–16% more than the national average.
Denying China PNTR will cost American ex-
ports and the jobs they support as well as
higher paying jobs. We must not allow our
competitors in Europe, Asia, and elsewhere to
capture Chinese markets.

Simply stated, if Congress enacts PNTR
there will be more exports to China of prod-
ucts made in the United States by American
workers and products grown by our farmers. If
Congress does not grant PNTR, our competi-
tors will enjoy the full market access and en-
forcement rights in China that we will be de-
nied. No agreement ever on WTO accession
has ever contained stronger measures to
strengthen guarantees of fair trade and to ad-
dress practices that distort trade and invest-
ment. Mainly, it will help American workers by
eliminating practices that can cost American
jobs and force the unfair transfer of U.S. tech-
nology to China. For the first time, Americans
will have the means to combat measures such
as forced technology transfer, frequent man-
dated offsets, frivolous local content require-
ments, and other unfair practices that drain
jobs and technology away from the U.S. Pas-
sage of PNTR will open China to American
values and practices also. U.S. companies are
more committed than their Asian competitors
to progressive labor management practices
and protecting the safety of their workers. It is
clear, our decision could fundamentally

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 04:31 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A24MY7.035 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3696 May 24, 2000
change not only our relationship with China,
but China itself.

Since I am a representative of Dallas,
Texas, let me expound on how PNTR will help
Texas and my district. The U.S.-China Bilat-
eral Agreement on China’s accession to the
WTO opens an important market to Texas’ ex-
ports, by benefiting key industries, busily cre-
ating export, and blossoming employment op-
portunities. Texas’ exports to China are broad-
ly diversified with almost every major product
category registering exports to the Chinese
market in 1998. Texas’ merchandise exports
sales to China totaled over $583 million in
1998—a 46% increase from the $399 million
sold to China in 1993. Included in Texas’ ex-
ports to China are sales from key metropolitan
areas. For example, my district, Dallas,
grossed $92 million in sales. The agreement
will open the market for a wide range of serv-
ices, including telecommunications, banking,
insurance, financial services, professional,
hotel, restaurant, tourism, motion pictures,
video distribution, software, business, com-
puter, environmental, and distribution and re-
lated services. This will occur not only in
Texas, but also throughout America.

It’s simple, granting PNTR will not erase the
horrific acts of the Chinese Government, but it
will enable self-protection and allow opportuni-
ties for American workers. Opportunities that
we should not allow to pass us by due to past
actions of the Chinese Government.

Let me end by acknowledging the work that
all of my colleagues have and continue to do
in order to ensure America’s leadership posi-
tion in the world. As Members of Congress
and leaders, we must realize that now is the
time to encourage China to evolve. We can
advance America’s economic system without
diluting the goals we stand for and the goals
that allow democracy to prevail.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
HOLT).

(Mr. HOLT asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to this bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate that so many
observers have gotten it wrong. The China
trade vote is not about protectionism versus
free trade; it’s not about business versus
labor; it’s not even about China haters versus
China apologists. No, it is about a vision of
world trade worthy of America in the 21st Cen-
tury. It is about whether 21st century globalism
will have any guiding principle or whether it
will be an aimless trading frenzy.

Proponents of Permanent Normal Trade Re-
lations say that the deal reached with China
will give China unprecedented access to
American business, that American traders
have given up nothing in the deal to gain con-
cessions for China, that China will enter the
World Trade Organization regardless of Con-
gress’ decision on PNTR, and that American
industry must not let other countries gain ad-
vantages in a market of 1.3 billion potential
customers. Proponents concede that China
does have a poor record of abiding by trade
agreements as well as a poor record with re-
spect to worker’s rights, human rights, and en-
vironmental protection, and then they say the
situation can be rectified through the rule-
based trade agreement and constructive en-

gagement derived from that trade. They argue
that trade has a liberalizing influence on soci-
ety. The most frequent argument is that the
internet will irrevocably open China. Engage-
ment, they say, is preferable to isolationism.
There are a few grains of truth in their argu-
ments, but this agreement falls far short of
what we need and so, this is not the right
thing to do.

I too am for engagement, real engagement.
Proponents of PNTR say that the presence of
thousands of American traders carrying check-
books and adhering to American factory
standards will unleash the altruistic intentions
of a billion Chinese. Of course, that has not
happened anywhere else in the world. Busi-
ness in America did not by itself produce the
social progress we extol. It did not happen in
American factories; it did not happen in civil
rights; it did not happen in environmental pro-
tection. In every case we had to re-enforce
economic activity with rules of social behav-
ior—in insuring collective bargaining, in open-
ing public accommodations through civil rights
legislation, and in outlawing pollution. Unfet-
tered business did not do these things. We
needed a system of rules. Even trade requires
a system of rules. This whole debate is about
whether to bring China into a rule-based trade
regime. The great irony of all this is that pro-
ponents of PNTR insist on the need for rule-
based trade agreements, backed up with
sanctions, trade actions intended to induce
good behavior on all sides. So, why do we
need rule-based agreements in trade, but not
in any other area we think is important?

Real engagement extends beyond just
trade, and it extends beyond China. Of
course, trade is good, We in the United States
are a more prosperous country because
goods, services, and people can move freely
among Oregon, Texas, New Jersey and the
other states. Each state does not try to be
self-sufficient. But such free trade works be-
cause it is fair trade. Although there is some
competition between states, everyone can be
confident that each state plays by nearly equal
rules with regard to environment, workers’
conditions, and product safety. Open trade re-
quires expectations of fair standards of behav-
ior. Trade in the 21st century will be, and must
be, about more than how many widgets enter
and leave a port.

We do not want to insult an independent
and proud sovereign nation. In order to ac-
complish the goals of our negotiations we
should not alienate the other parties. But we
must not give up on values. Some say work-
ers rights are irrelevant, or human rights, or
religious rights, or environmental protection.
They are not irrelevant. The citizens in my dis-
trict tell me these concerns are not irrelevant.
To them the proponents say, these may be
important, but trade will take care of them.
This trickle-down is specious. It has not
worked that way in the past. It has not worked
that way elsewhere in the world.

I cannot support this legislation to grant per-
manent normal trade relations because it fails
to consider anything but trade. This is not
ready for a vote. The administration should
first put in place mechanisms to deal with
these other things—in the trade agreement, in
the WTO, in the ILO, in the World Bank.
Worker’s rights, environmental protection, and
human rights are not irrelevant concerns. I do
not expect full, immediate accomplishment of
our goals in these difficult areas, but silence
on these issues will not lead to progress.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the bill be-
fore us today. I also emphasize to them and
to the administration that after today’s vote,
whatever the outcome, we have much work to
do to make sure we address these concerns.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks, and include extraneous
material.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to this bill.

This is not a vote to trade or not to trade—
the issue is yearly oversight or no oversight.
Given China’s record of violating virtually
every international agreement it enters into,
the leverage of oversight is critical.

Trade and Oversight are not mutually exclu-
sive. We can have both. Even U.S. Trade
Representatives Charlene Barshefsky, during
recent testimony before the House Ways and
Means Committee, acknowledged that the
U.S. could obtain all of the tariff cuts China
would be required to make upon entry into the
WTO even if Congress did not grant PNTR.

The same arguments for PNTR were put
forth by proponents of the North American
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The result of
NAFTA has been 500,000 lost jobs for Amer-
ican workers and a ballooning trade deficit
with Mexico of $22 billion.

Why will no one talk about the impact of this
agreement on our trade deficit? There is con-
siderable foreign capital in our stock market
which will leave the US if a better deal arises.
Our overall trade deficit has already surpassed
$331 billion, a figure that is beginning to
sound alarms for many financial analysts con-
cerned about the long-term stability of the U.S.
dollar. The Secretary of the Treasury told me
Monday and this problem must be addressed.

Moreover, the $2 billion in goods the U.S.
exports to China are not purchased by the
Chinese. They are merely supplies for the
U.S. plants that are operating there. Compare
that to the fact that the Chinese sell $80 billion
in goods to the US annually. If the Chinese
continue their practice of not buying US
goods, this will not be a home run for Amer-
ican

China continues to threaten Taiwan, a coun-
try our nation has pledged to protect. Granting
PNTR would send the wrong signal to Bejing
that military action against Taiwan would be
tolerated.

Finally, large companies have lobbied hard
for Congress to pass PNTR for China. Cor-
porations must be concerned about their bot-
tom line. But the 570,000 persons I represent
have other issues. There has been no ground
swell for this trade deal from our community.
I have even received some letters from work-
ers who say they’ve been asked to write in
favor of PNTR but they fear if it passes, it will
mean the loss of their jobs. Chinese laborers
earn only one twentieth what American work-
ers do.

Trade will go on. Wouldn’t it be nice if it
were fair trade.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD an article from yesterday’s
New York Times, as follows:
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[From the New York Times, May 23, 2000]

JOINING THE CLUB: LIKE OTHERS, CHINA WILL
TRY TO PROTECT ITS OWN INDUSTRIES

(By Craig S. Smith)
SHANGHAI, May 22—Sun Guomin, a poor

farmer in a village west of here, represents
an example of why American business execu-
tives and government officials may be dis-
appointed once China enters the World Trade
Organization.

While American businesses have been
dreaming of the vast potential markets for
their goods and services in China, the gov-
ernment is unlikely to allow the West the
kind of access those dreams are made of. For
if Beijing immediately did everything the
trade organization requires, Mr. Sun and
millions like him could be driven out of busi-
ness.

And with droves of laid-off workers already
mounting sporadic protests across the coun-
try, giving foreign competition a hand in
wiping out whole industries could amount to
political suicide for China’s governing Com-
munist Party.

Agriculture is one of the most vulnerable
areas.

Mr. Sun, 68, is struggling to get by on his
six and a half acres of land in the village of
Nansong, west of Shanghai, where he lives in
a mud house on a dirt path with his wife,
Chen Baonan.

He has already stopped growing barely,
once a major crop in this part of the flat
Yangtze River delta, because it does not pay.
He and his neighbors still grow rapeseeed,
the source of canola oil, and the plant’s bril-
liant yellow flowers carpet the delta with
color each spring.

But the price the government pays for
rapeseed has fallen so low, Mr. Sun says,
that he is better off pressing the seeds him-
self and using the cooking oil at home. He
would gladly lease his field to a factory, but
the government will not let him, citing a
need to preserve farmland. He and his wife
have opened a small store in the front of
their house, where they make about five
cents a day selling cigarettes and beer.

Joining the W.T.O. threatens to make Chi-
na’s agricultural economics even worse.

Last year China imported record quan-
tities of rapeseed and soybeans, because for-
eign oilseed production is cheaper and the
quality often higher than that of domesti-
cally grown crops. But to enter the trade
group, China has agreed to lift quotas that it
now uses to restrict the import of edible oils.
A surge in imports would further dampen de-
mand for seeds from people like Mr. Sun.

The problem exists pretty much across the
board.

The Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, a
top government research institute in Bei-
jing, recently estimated that prices for Chi-
nese grain and other agricultural products
would continue to exceed those of the global
market for the next 20 years.

Thanks to huge mechanized farms, the
American cost of production is often lower
than that in China, where farming employs
as many as 600 million people, fields are frag-
mented and transportation is slow.

And many other labor-intensive industries
are in the same boat.

Many of the country’s 100-plus automobile
assembly plants face extinction if imports
surge as tariffs fall, and chemical plants
could be crippled by foreign competition.
The Chinese government wants to reform the
economy, but it favors a cautious, go-slow
approach rather than risk widespread unrest
that could undermine its rule.

‘‘It’s important to think about stability,’’
said Zhou Hanming, a lawyer who advises
the government about the W.T.O.

Mr. Zhou says that the two to five years in
which the organization requires members to

put most of its mandated measures into ef-
fect is too short a time, and that China will
do what it must to shelter industries until
they are ready to face global competition.

‘‘We’re working very hard on a large num-
ber of new laws and regulations that will
offer protection of national industries, vul-
nerable industries, infant industries,’’ he
said.

Mr. Zhou, one of dozens of experts Beijing
has enlisted to prepare the country to defend
its industries, is studying ways to use anti-
dumping rules. Under China’s trade deal with
the United States, Washington insisted that
it be allowed to levy punitive duties against
imports that it deems to be sold below cost.
Washington wanted the clause to protect the
American textile industry from cheap Chi-
nese imports, but China has seized on the
provision to protect its own threatened in-
dustries.

‘‘We’re going to learn how to use the same
weapon,’’ Mr. Zhou said.

The country will also use other means to
give threatened industries an edge, including
preferential bank loans and tax breaks. And
Beijing may end longstanding tax breaks for
foreign companies that were intended to en-
courage investment.

But China does hope to use its membership
in the trade group as a lever to move mori-
bund state industries toward real reform.

Take the pharmaceutical industry, which
still relies largely on copies, often illegal, of
Western compounds. China will come under
pressure from the group to enforce the intel-
lectual property rights of foreign drug mak-
ers. To survive, Chinese pharmaceutical
firms will have to invest in research and de-
velopment and begin producing original
drugs.

‘‘The pressure will help force us to depend
on ourselves,’’ said Wang Li, general man-
ager of the Shanghai Joy Biopharm Com-
pany, a state-owned drug laboratory started
five years ago to develop commercially via-
ble pharmaceuticals for the domestic indus-
try.

And China hopes that membership in the
group will spur foreign investment, which
fell last year for the first time since inves-
tors withdrew after the crackdown on pro-de-
mocracy protesters at Tianamen Square in
June 1989.

Multinational corporations have already
begun signaling their willingness to pump
more money into China after it joins. None-
theless, protection is high on Beijing’s agen-
da.

China is not known for its strict adherence
to trade agreements. In 1995, Trade Minister
Wu Yi signed a deal with the United States
trade representative, Charlene Barshefsky,
that promised to protect American intellec-
tual property rights. But counterfeiting of
computer software and movies on compact
disks is now more common than ever. Street
hawkers sell the latest Hollywood block-
busters in most Chinese cities, and the police
ignore the activity.

Nor has China proven a progressive mem-
ber of another trade club. As a member of
the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
forum, it has resisted moves to speed the lib-
eralization of financial services.

* * * * *
Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield

such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR).

(Mr. FARR of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong opposition to this per-
manent status and in support of annual
status.

‘‘Dear Representative Farr/Sam, . . . [it is]
the very strong sentiment of the Labor Council
delegates that the agreement negotiated with
China . . . is a bad deal for working people in
this country. . . . It should not be ratified by
Congress. We urge you to vote against it.’’—
Amy Newell, Business Agent, Santa Cruz
Central Labor Committee, AFL–CIO, in a letter
dated March 20, 2000.

‘‘Dear Congressman Farr/Sam, I am writing
to you today to let you know how important
Congressional approval of the Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations for China (PNTR) is for
Monterey County growers! . . . Both Cali-
fornia and Monterey County stand to gain jobs
and business growth from your approval of
PNTR. . . . I urge you to look carefully at the
PNTR China issue and lend your immediate
support to this extremely important matter!’’—
Sharan Lanini, Executive Director, Monterey
County Farm Bureau, in a letter dated March
24, 2000.

How could two views on the same issue
coming out of roughly the same regional com-
munity be so incredibly disparate? Yet, this is
the issue I am faced with as a U.S. Congress-
man as the vote on China and WTO ap-
proaches.

The issue at hand is whether the United
States will grant China Permanent Normal
Trade Relations (PNTR). The U.S. already
provides China with NTR—Normal Trade Re-
lations—status, a trade arrangement that is
currently renewed or denied on an annual
basis. China has been granted NTR (pre-
viously referred to as ‘‘MFN’’—Most Favored
Nation status) for 19 years in a row. I have
supported annual NTR for China in the past.

The difference this year is not just whether
to make permanent the annual NTR debate
for China. The difference this year is that
American approval of PNTR will provide the
United States the same access to Chinese
markets as other World Trade Organization
(WTO) members. Without PNTR, the U.S. will
continue to trade with China on a bilateral
basis and under conditions separate and dif-
ferent from the rest of the world. PNTR would
establish new rules between the two countries
equal to the rest of the world and new
grounds for settling trade disputes.

Most people know that I am a strong be-
liever in trade. My votes on NAFTA, GATT
and WTO are no secret. I regularly defend the
Market Access Program (MAP) which provides
federal funds to advertise American products
overseas as a way to increase demand in for-
eign markets for U.S.-made items. The fastest
growing market for products coming out of the
Central Coast—particularly agriculture—is in
Asia. In fact, Asian markets accounted for
over 285 million pounds of export products
from Monterey County alone in 1998. This fig-
ure could easily grow exponentially if full and
fair access to the China market were made
available to our growers. According to statis-
tics the Department of Commerce released
last month, the Santa Cruz-Watsonville area
saw an 839 percent increase in exports to
China over 1993–98. Salinas saw a 743 per-
cent increase in its exports to China over the
same period.

I want to see that kind of economic oppor-
tunity available to all California communities
and all communities across the country. I want
to see China open up to Central Coast agri-
culture. I want to see America finally get a
break at marketing its goods to the potential
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billion Chinese patrons. Ultimately, that means
more business for local growers, more jobs for
local workers, increased shipping operations
for local truckers, and better economic condi-
tions all around.

But in negotiating a trade deal with China
(or any entity on any issue) we should look for
the best deal that advances all of the United
States’ interests. Economics is not the only
issue at stake here; there are others, including
the non-tangible issues of human rights and
personal freedoms. There is wide disagree-
ment on whether PNTR helps or hinders these
causes within China.

If human rights and environmental steward-
ship are important interests to the United
States, then it is right of us to try to find ways
to advance these issues world wide. If China
is a concern of ours, then we ought to try to
sway Chinese leadership to move toward ac-
commodation in these areas. The best way to
do that is to require that China return to Con-
gress each year to make its case that it de-
serves special trade status because it has
made efforts to correct environmental and
human rights deficiencies. PNTR eliminates
that tool and robs us of the chance to hold
China accountable.

So, I will vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR for China. I do
so fully supportive of open and fair trade, but
also mindful of using American influence to
keep China on track to being a better citizen
of the world.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
KANJORSKI).

(Mr. KANJORSKI asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the proposition.

A DIFFICULT DECISION

Mr. Speaker, over the last three months, I
have conducted a thorough analysis of ex-
tending Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) status to China, thereby putting U.S.
trade relations with China on the same plane
as our relations with virtually every other coun-
try in the World Trade Organization. During
this time, I have remained undecided on this
issue. I have listened to every possible argu-
ment in this debate and comprehensively ex-
amined the legislation’s potential effects so
that I could learn more about the quality of
jobs that expanded trade can bring and the
potential effects of trade on human rights. I
also wanted to study the impact of trade on
not only our workers, but also the international
labor standards for other workers around the
world. First and foremost among my consider-
ations during my deliberations, however, was
determining the consequences of this legisla-
tion for the people working, the families living,
and the businesses operating in Northeastern
and Central Pennsylvania.

This has been an extremely difficult decision
for me. In the long term, I believe that inter-
national trade benefits the United States when
conducted fairly. Our nation cannot repeat the
mistakes of 1930 when Congress enacted the
Smoot-Hawley bill, which helped to precipitate
the Great Depression. Freer trade among na-
tions increases wealth for all and improves re-
lations with our allies, similar to the 1960s
when we reduced a number of trade barriers.

NAFTA AND PNTR

But international trade has not always
helped everyone. In the short term, absent the

creation of an effective economic safety net,
increased international trade will produce win-
ners and losers in our economy. In 1993, I
voted against the North American Free Trade
Agreement (NAFTA), primarily because there
were insufficient protections in place to pre-
serve the economic security of average, work-
ing Americans and lower-income workers in
labor-intensive industries. Over time, my
doubts were proven correct. After NAFTA,
some sectors of our economy grew, while oth-
ers did not. Additionally, workers in some re-
gions of our country have flourished under
NAFTA, while workers in other regions have
experienced wage stagnation or lost their jobs
outright.

Six-and-a-half years after the NAFTA vote,
our country has another opportunity to con-
sider the issue of increased global trade. The
debate on PNTR, however, differs significantly
from our deliberations over NAFTA. Under
NAFTA, we created the world’s largest free
trade area with two other countries, Mexico
and Canada. NAFTA not only eliminated tariffs
between the United States, Mexico, and Can-
ada, but it also required us to enter into an ex-
pansive range of commitments and agree-
ments to integrate the economies of the three
nations.

Through PNTR we are only seeking to place
U.S. trade relations with China on the same
footing as our relations with virtually every
other country in the world, including nations
like Argentina, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Greece, and
Switzerland. In other words, the economic in-
tegration required by PNTR is significantly less
than that required by NAFTA. Under PNTR,
we will not eliminate or even lower our tariffs
for the goods we import from China. Thus, a
product produced in the United States, Mex-
ico, and Canada, which is not subject to a tar-
iff, will often still remain cheaper than the
same item manufactured in China, which will
still be subject to the tariffs that we apply not
only to China, but also to Germany, France,
Brazil, Japan, and Great Britain. Moreover, as
a result of this agreement China will signifi-
cantly lower trade barriers for U.S. products to
enter the Chinese marketplace.

COMPETING VIEWPOINTS

In order to educate myself more fully about
the reasons to support and oppose PNTR sta-
tus for China, I have met with hundreds of in-
dividuals in recent weeks and months and
have heard from thousands more. On one
side of this debate, the business community
maintains that the United States stands to
gain tens of thousands of high-tech jobs as a
result of PNTR. In the short term, however,
our economy will likely face job losses in low-
tech, labor-intensive industries. Additionally, I
fear that in the short term only selected com-
munities in our country—like those within the
Silicon Valley of California, in the high-tech
corridor of Northern Virginia, and along Wall
Street in New York—will benefit from extend-
ing PNTR.

Supporters of the agreement further contend
that denial of PNTR would hurt American fami-
lies who would pay more for consumer goods.
They estimate these higher prices could cost
more than $10 billion each year. Additionally,
supporters of PNTR insist that the best way to
improve China’s record on human rights, reli-
gious freedom, and free speech is to engage
and not isolate the Chinese people in the
world economy. Finally, PNTR’s supporters
note that because the Europeans have re-

cently entered into an agreement with the Chi-
nese government, China is all the more likely
to join the World Trade Organization this year.
Consequently, we need PNTR so that U.S.
workers, farmers, and businesses can remain
competitive with our trading partners in Eu-
rope, the Americas, and Asia.

On the other side of this debate, I have
heard many reasons to oppose PNTR. Some
interest groups have estimated that our nation
will lose tens of thousands of jobs as a result
of PNTR. Just as I doubt the number of pro-
jected jobs that supporters believe will be cre-
ated by this decision, I also am skeptical of
the anticipated jobs that opponents believe will
be lost because of this legislation. In reality,
the net change in jobs probably lies between
these two estimates.

Others opposed to this legislation feel that
by granting PNTR to China we will condone
that nation’s record of human rights abuses.
But using trade as leverage against the Chi-
nese government is not only unenforceable, I
believe it is also likely to bring change to the
most oppressed Chinese people. There is a
great danger in the arguments that some have
put forth in attempting to demonize the Chi-
nese government. If we care about improving
our relations with China and improving the
qualify of life for the Chinese people, we must
remain engaged. As Dai Qing, perhaps Chi-
na’s most prominent environmentalist and
independent political thinker, states, ‘‘All of the
fights—for a better environment, labor rights,
and human rights—these fights we will fight in
China tomorrow. But first we must break the
monopoly of the state. To do that, we need a
freer market and the competition mandated by
the World Trade Organization.’’

A THIRD WAY

During this debate over Permanent Normal
Trade Relations for China, I fear that we may
have unfortunately again neglected to address
an issue that we should have considered dur-
ing our deliberations over NAFTA. In this
country, a paradox arises because the two di-
verging viewpoints on extending trade to other
nations fail to join together to advance the real
interests of all Americans. If we defeat PNTR
today, our low-tech, labor-intensive jobs will
still continue to be lost by trade that already
exists with China and our other leading trading
partners around the world under current trade
agreements. Additionally, the U.S. stands to
lose our opportunity to create new, high-tech
jobs for workers in our Nation because we will
have failed to open the Chinese market.

It is also a false hope that the defeat of
PNTR will provide job security for those jobs
already lost or about to be lost to global trade.
According to the Congressional Research
Service, which provides Congress with non-
partisan analysis, Pennsylvania has already
lost 18,663 jobs to Canada and Mexico since
passage of NAFTA. This trend will likely con-
tinue in the future, even if we do not pass
PNTR today.

With or without PNTR, our economy will cer-
tainly change in positive and negative ways
because of increased worldwide competition in
the years ahead. I have, therefore, asked my-
self what can be done now in the United
States to help those regions of the country
and those sectors of our economy that need
assistance in order to ensure that all American
workers and businesses can benefit tomorrow
from increased global trade. By providing
short-term support for these communities,
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businesses, and workers, we can ultimately
ensure that everyone in our economy profits
from international trade.

We are fortunate that our economy con-
tinues to grow and prosper. President Clinton
has led the Nation to the strongest economy
the world has ever seen. He has created the
most economic opportunities for working fami-
lies in the last 30 years, and I know that he
shares my concerns for those Americans who
have not fully participated in the economic ex-
pansion of the last eight years. His leadership
in reducing the budget deficit, lowering taxes
for lower- and middle-income Americans, and
supporting workers’ rights has strengthened
our economic outlook for the 21st century.

Of primary importance to me in this debate
is how we will overcome the negative con-
sequences of increased trade, especially for
those older workers who may lose their jobs.
From my perspective, workers and families
displaced by greater global competition must
ultimately retain at least the same quality of
life as they would have obtained under their
old jobs. Our government can accomplish this
objective through a number of mechanisms.
We could, for example, enact legislation to:

Promote investment in economically dis-
tressed areas. Through President Clinton’s
New Markets initiative, we can increase in-
vestments in the untapped potential of our Na-
tion’s underserved markets and create long-
term partnerships that will lead to lasting eco-
nomic change in distressed communities. One
component of the New Markets Initiative is the
America’s Private Investment Companies
(APIC) bill, and I have been an ardent sup-
porter of this legislation. APICs would make
large-scale investments in businesses oper-
ating in distressed urban centers, mid-sized
cities, small towns, and rural areas, to stimu-
late job growth and economic development.
Because we recently reached a bipartisan
agreement between President Clinton and
Speaker Hastert on this economic develop-
ment package, I am hopeful that will pass this
legislation later this year. I do, however, regret
that this package is not before us today.

Enhance job training and trade adjustment
programs. We must additionally give workers
the tools they need to succeed in the global
economy through reforms of our nation’s trade
adjustment and economic development assist-
ance programs. We can accomplish this goal
by extending trade adjustment assistance eli-
gibility to those who lose their jobs due to
shifts in production and strengthening the link-
age between income support and early enroll-
ment in retraining. We should also create an
Office of Community Economic Adjustment
within the Economic Development Administra-
tion in order to ensure that economically dis-
tressed regions of our country receive access
to all available federal resources in times of
need. Again, we are unfortunately not voting
on such legislation today.

Safety net tools, like promoting investments
in distressed areas and enhancing job training
and trade adjustment programs, will not only
mitigate the negative effects flowing from in-
creased trade, but also lift up displaced work-
ers and communities traditionally hurt by
greater global trade. The business community
and labor organizations should recognize the
benefits of taking these proactive steps to help
all Americans participate in the prosperity of
trade. In the future when we consider other
trade measures in Congress, I hope that we

will expand the debate to include these quality
of life protections.

OPPOSE THE LEGISLATION

Mr. Speaker, in the past the American pub-
lic has demonstrated good judgment in deter-
mining how we should conduct trade with
other nations. In reaching my final decision to
oppose this legislation, I have asked myself
the same four basic questions used by many
Americans when debating trade issues. Those
questions are:

Who benefits from the PNTR package in the
United States?

What are the advantages of the PNTR
package for American workers?

What regions of the country will benefit or
lose under the PNTR package?

Who benefits in China from the PNTR pack-
age?

As I noted earlier, while PNTR’s supporters
state that thousands of jobs will be created as
the result of the agreement, I worry that many
workers and businesses in Northeastern and
Central Pennsylvania will not reap those bene-
fits in the short term and possibly not even the
long term. Moreover, the PNTR agreement
fails to mitigate the potential damages caused
by increased competition in the global market-
place for our communities at home. Workers
that lose their jobs because of increased trade
will further lose from a poorly constructed eco-
nomic safety net. This outcome will lead to a
further widening in the gap between the in-
come of wealthy individuals and average,
hard-working Americans in this country, a far
more worrisome problem because of its poten-
tial future effects on our society.

Admittedly, some workers in some sectors
of our economy will undoubtedly win under
this PNTR package. We cannot, however,
overlook the fact that some workers will not
only lose their economic security, but they
could also potentially experience changes in
the structure of their families and their respect
for their government as a result of this legisla-
tion. I cannot support this legislation, because
it fails to mitigate these and other losses that
workers, families, and businesses may face
from increased trade.

Finally, during this PNTR debate I have
often heard from my constituents that China
‘‘cannot be trusted.’’ In reality, they are saying
that the Chinese government cannot be trust-
ed. Efforts to include provisions in this PNTR
package that establish a commission to mon-
itor human rights, labor standards, and reli-
gious freedom in China are a step in the right
direction, as is requiring the Administration to
report annually to Congress on China’s com-
pliance with international standards. I com-
mend my colleagues Congressmen SANDY
LEVIN and DOUG BEREUTER for their bipartisan
and hard work on this issue. Although it may
be the best we can ask from the Chinese gov-
ernment at this time, we need to really know
whether we can trust the Chinese government
in the future before moving ahead.

Mr. Speaker, an agreement such as this
one is a contract. As I recall from my days as
an attorney, people generally enter into con-
tracts only if all parties to the agreement be-
lieve that they will win under the arrangement.
China may feel they have a winning deal with
the United States on this PNTR package.
From the perspective of the United States,
however, this PNTR agreement fails to
strengthen the short- and long-term economic
security for all regions of our country and all

American workers. Rejecting this legislation is
not rejecting trade with China. It merely means
that we will continue to have the opportunity to
review on an annual basis our current trade
policy with China and examine changes in that
nation’s trade record and human rights per-
formance. Regretfully, I must oppose this bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to yield 30 seconds to
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
BROWN) who understands that the Dalai
Lama never said he supports PNTR and
understands that there is a difference
between China acceding to WTO and
Congress passing PNTR.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
has the Chinese Government earned
our trust? No. China has violated the
term of four previous agreements we
signed with them.

Has the WTO earned our trust? No.
The WTO repeatedly rules in favor of
the multinational companies, and ig-
nores the workers, their human rights
and the environment.

Look at the banana issue. When the
WTO ruled in favor of one company,
Chiquita International; they ignored
all Caribbean nations whose main ex-
ports are bananas. Now thousands of
farmers are without work. We cannot
trust the WTO to look out for the peo-
ple. We cannot trust China to look out
for the people. Who can we trust?

I urge my colleagues to consider
their responsibility and vote ‘‘no’’ on
this bill.

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 4444. I
absolutely do not believe that it is in our coun-
try’s best interest to grant Permanent Normal
Trade Relations to China. I have listened care-
fully to both sides of the debate and I know
that each side has valid concerns. But in the
end, I think there is too much at stake for
Congress to give up oversight on this issue.

Taking away our ability to impose unilateral
trade sanctions against a country like China is
simply not acceptable. Without this option, the
U.S. will lose its leverage to influence China
towards improving environmental standards,
as well as human rights and labor rights viola-
tions. Under the WTO rules, we would lose
our ability to unilaterally punish a nation or a
company for these types of violations. China
has simply not been a trustworthy trading part-
ner, and has violated the terms of all four bi-
lateral trade agreements it has previously
signed with the U.S.

In addition, I am more than concerned about
China’s human rights record. Along with the
poor treatment of the work force, the Chinese
Communist party’s human rights record only
seems to be getting worse, not better, even in
the midst of economic opening. Government
restrictions on free speech and the press, as
well as forced imprisonment for expressing
one’s political or religious beliefs, have de-
terred political opening.

On the economic front, the U.S. balance of
payments last year shows that our trade deficit
with China is growing rapidly. In the end, I be-
lieve that extending PNRT will result in a net
loss of jobs for Americans, not gains.

Finally, I am very concerned about the dis-
covery last year of Chinese espionage. I do
not believe that a country that steals our mili-
tary secrets should be granted trade benefits!

When I weigh the gravity of these factors, I
believe it is in our best interests to oppose
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Permanent Normal Trade Relations to China,
and I encourage my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’
on H.R. 4444.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair announces that
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 121⁄2 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE)
has 131⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL)
has 211⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 251⁄2 minutes remaining.

The Chair intends at the conclusion,
as we wrap up, to begin with the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD),
then the gentleman from California
(Mr. STARK) to follow, then the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) to
follow, and to finish with the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. LATHAM).

(Mr. LATHAM asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of normalizing trade in China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. NEY).

(Mr. NEY asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) and all the Members
that are fighting so diligently to bring
the side of the American workers to
the floor here of the House.

Let me just re-stress, and I made
these statements last night, this is
from the Ohio Department of Com-
merce, Director Gary Suhadolnik, and
this documents where baby chickens
were fed arsenic in the water. They
were killed. They contained 18 percent
arsenic in their systems, and they were
put into the Easter baskets of Amer-
ican children. Luckily, we caught 350 of
the baskets before the rest could come
over the market.

There are other examples in here of
hideous examples of dangers to Amer-
ican children because these products
come in. China does have respect for
our American children. They do not
have respect for what comes over from
China. If this agreement passes, we are
going to have more of this. We are
going to have our markets flooded.

On the other end, we have been so
comfortable. We wear engagement here
like a coat. It gets a little bit hot, one
takes it off, the word engagement.

We talk about the farmers, once
again the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. NETHERCUTT) has a bill that
unleashes all the sanctions around the
world. But all of a sudden, we cannot
talk about engagement when we talk
about the Nethercutt bill, which if my
colleagues really want to help the
farmers, they would pass it.

If my colleagues want to pass this
bill to help the farmers like my col-
leagues say, that 9 percent tariff reduc-

tion is going to vanish. It is going to
vanish instantly when they manipulate
their currency in China like it hap-
pened in Mexico, and my colleagues
know it.

We have got to stand up for Amer-
ican workers. Despite all the lucrative
predictions that the China WTO deal
will open up new opportunities for
American farmers and businesses, I re-
main convinced that this trade deal
represents a bad deal for the United
States.

The International Trade Commission
analyzed a similar trade deal that was
on the table in April and concluded
that it would lead to an increase in the
U.S. trade deficit.

Then people say, well, this is not per-
manent. You bet your life if my col-
leagues vote for this, the undecided
Members of Congress, Mr. Speaker, if
they hear this message, if they vote for
this, it is going to be permanent. It
will not be undone.

Stand up for American workers for a
change.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. GOOD-
LATTE).

(Mr. GOODLATTE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
4444, a bill to grant permanent normal trade
relations status to China. The central tenet of
America’s trade policy should be threefold:
opening markets for goods produced by Amer-
ican workers, improving our nations economy,
and promoting American values and ideals
abroad. In this sense, I believe that our trade
policy should encourage reform, while de-
manding a level playing field for international
commerce. This has already yielded many
benefits for America in rural and urban areas
alike. Indeed, within my congressional district
in southwest Virginia, approximately one in
every four jobs is tied to exports. The expan-
sion in free trade in recent years has allowed
Lynchburg and Roanoke to become two of the
25 fastest growing export regions in the U.S.

However, we have yet to include one of the
world’s largest emerging markets in this proc-
ess. China, a nation of over 1 billion people,
has been hamstrung over the years with out-
moded laws and trading practices put in place
by the Communist regime. Even with these
barriers in place, China is becoming a thriving
market for U.S. products and services, and is
already our 5th largest trading partner. If we
can bring China into a rules-based trading
system and dismantle the barriers put in place
by it’s failed economic philosophy, we can
open up a massive new market to American
goods and services.

Some have argued that opening the U.S.
market to Chinese-made goods will have a
detrimental effect on U.S. workers. Nothing
could be further from the truth. The United
States already has an open market for most
goods originating in China and the rest of the
world. It is China whose market is closed to
the products designed by U.S. engineers,
manufactured by U.S. workers and exported
by U.S. companies. If we open this market to

U.S. goods and services, American workers
stand to gain a tremendous benefit from the
additional demand generated by China’s huge
population.

At the same time, I do share the concerns
many have raised regarding our national secu-
rity and China. Specifically, I am concerned
with the findings of the Cox Commission that
indicates that China is engaged in a concerted
campaign to steal militarily sensitive equip-
ment. These efforts by the Chinese govern-
ment combined with the provocative stance to-
wards the democratic republic of Taiwan, are
a cause for serious concern.

I am also deeply concerned with the pattern
of human rights abuses by the Chinese gov-
ernment. Human rights in China is imperative
and the United States must continue to press
China in that direction. As a nation dedicated
to freedom and the rights of the individual, we
have a responsibility to speak out when those
rights are violated, whether at home or
abroad.

The most effective way to influence change
in China is to engage the Chinese government
in ways that emphasize open trade and demo-
cratic reform. If we attempt to isolate China,
the reality is that we will lose jobs to other na-
tions that will not cut off trade, but rather take
advantage of the situation. With PNTR the
United States can use the WTO to eliminate
unfair Chinese trade barriers that exclude
American products. Failing to pass PNTR sim-
ply gives the lion’s share of trade benefits
away to other nations, while doing nothing to
help U.S. workers and consumers.

It is critical that we adopt the approach of
opening China up through increased western-
ization of the Chinese people. Trade and con-
tact is building greater desire for western
ways, including democracy. The Chinese peo-
ple have a long history and change will be
slow. The way to fight for progressive reform
in China is not by abandoning the playing
field, but through continued exposure to demo-
cratic ideas such as free markets and free
speech.

The Internet revolution has eliminated eco-
nomic and political barriers throughout the
world. Free markets and free speech go hand
in hand. With 8.9 million Internet users and
over 15,000 web sites already based within
China, the Internet has the potential to offer a
dramatic improvement in the quality of life for
millions of Chinese citizens as well.

By offering China the opportunity to enter
the community of rule-abiding nations, we
have a chance to create real and lasting
change in China. At the same time, we must
continue to work aggressively to ensure that
China follows the rules of the international
trading community.

Trade and commerce will lead directly to
progress and freedom. We must continue
fighting for a level playing field for trade—one
on which our nation, our American workers
and American consumers alike can win.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON).

Mr. SALMON. (The gentleman from
Arizona delivered the following speech
in Chinese.)

In the world today the single most
important bilateral relationship is the
relationship between the U.S. and
China. Passage of PNTR not only bene-
fits the economies of both countries,
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but it also advances the cause of free-
dom.

Mr. Speaker, I just spoke to the Chi-
nese people in their native tongue.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair advises the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. SALMON) that those remarks
may not be a part of the official
RECORD unless the gentleman supplies
a translation.

Mr. SALMON. Mr. Speaker, it will
probably be hard to translate.

Mr. Speaker, I just spoke to the Chi-
nese people in their native tongue
about the benefits of PNTR to both our
countries and how it will advance the
cause of freedom.

Unfortunately, to the majority of the
Americans, this debate has been
framed as a stark choice between free
trade and human rights. In truth, in-
creased trade with China is both.

Many Americans understand the eco-
nomic benefit of PNTR to the United
States. First is the dramatic reduction
of trade barriers imposed on U.S. ex-
ports of goods and services. Whether it
is a car battery or a semiconductor,
U.S. companies will enjoy the lowest
tariffs on their products in the history
of U.S. trade with China.

But free trade will also improve the
human rights situation. Even His Holi-
ness the Dalai Lama, the exiled Ti-
betan spiritual leader who has suffered
oppression at the hands of the Chinese
Government, understands the impor-
tance of engaging China. In a recent
interview, he said, I have always
stressed that China should not be iso-
lated. China must be brought into the
mainstream of the world community.

By saying no to isolationism and em-
bracing engagement, we can spread the
gospel of free trade, democracy, human
rights, and religious freedom one work-
er, one village, one city, and one prov-
ince at a time.

Let us all know and take note the
most important export that we have is
our American values and democracy.
Let us not be afraid. Let us have con-
viction in our ideals and know that
they will move China.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation, and I do so
with no illusions about China’s records
on human rights, worker rights, and
environmental protection. I will not
pretend that China is where it should
be on any of these fronts.

In terms of economics, this is a one-
way deal. We get significant reductions
in barriers that stand in the way of the
sale of American products in China. We
give no greater access to America’s
markets for Chinese products than
were provided for years and years.

Economic benefits for the United
States are not the only reality that
confronts us today. Another reality is
that isolating China will do not a thing
to bring about a more just economic or
political order there.

The answer is not turning our back
on China. The answer is pushing our

democratic values upon China through
commerce and communication with its
citizens. This engagement will steer
forces of individual inspiration and as-
piration and initiative in China that
will, in the long run, no authoritarian
government can ever contain.

There is a claim here that we have to
choose between American prosperity
and Chinese human rights. I say choose
both. Vote ‘‘yes.’’
b 1445

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. CLAYTON).

(Mrs. CLAYTON asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
reluctantly to oppose this bill. It is a
difficult bill. There is merit on both
sides, but I want to tell my colleagues
that I oppose passing this trade agree-
ment before we get our fundamental
values in place.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of the most difficult
votes I will take, but I must rise in opposition
to permanent normal trade relations for China.
There are strong arguments on both sides of
this issue. For some, PNTR will be a benefit.
But, for many, too many, PNTR will be a bur-
den. Clearly, certain sectors of the service in-
dustry will win by having access to China’s 1.3
billion consumers. And, though not certain, I
hope agriculture will win by selling our com-
modities. We have made some progress on
the Blue Mold issue affecting North Carolina
tobacco, but more progress needs to be
made. In my congressional district, however,
there will be too many losers.

Indeed, the results of the administration’s
own analysis have led some to project losses
of more than 800,000 U.S. jobs with the grant-
ing of PNTR. Notwithstanding this vote, the
United States and China will continue to be
trading partners. But, there can be no free
trade without freedom. More importantly, there
can be no free trade without fair trade.

Before establishing a permanent arrange-
ment with China, one that is not subject to an-
nual review, we must insist on some funda-
mental conditions. We must end our trade im-
balance; urge the Chinese to end its labor,
human rights and religious abuses; force
China to respect the environment and ensure
that those at the bottom of America’s economy
benefit from the agreement comparable to
those at the top. Vote against this bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), who realizes
that we cannot negotiate with people
who randomly kill prisoners to harvest
human organs for sale.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I sup-
port a trade regime that advances the
living standards of Americans and that
creates hope for the Chinese people;
and that is why I oppose permanent
normal trade relations with China. Be-
cause it says one more time that we
are pushing ahead with trade agree-
ments without any regard for environ-
mental and labor standards, and with-
out any regard for religious and polit-
ical freedoms.

We never proceed on a trade agree-
ment without protection for intellec-

tual property. All would concede the
consequences for companies here and
the rule of law there. I want to see
trade bring new openness to China, new
economic opportunities and the rise of
freedom. But what has the experience
of the past decade taught us? Look at
their record. China has engaged in un-
fair trade practices, pirated intellec-
tual property, participated in weapons
proliferation, suppressed democracy,
and acted with belligerence towards
Taiwan; all this while Congress has
provided most favored nation status.

Do we truly believe that by granting
China permanent MFN and foregoing
the yearly review that these abuses
will somehow improve? Let us vote
against this effort. Let us impose on
China the opportunity for freedom, and
if they cannot do that, they should for-
feit the benefits that other nations
enjoy.

Without granting permanent MFN to China,
and without their membership in the World
Trade Organization, our trade deficit with
China has soared from $2.8 billion in 1987 to
$68.7 billion in 1999. This is what happens
when we are completely indifferent to stand-
ards abroad. This imbalance costs jobs in
Connecticut and across the country. It hurts
employers. I have listened to arguments that
trade with China will bring change—that once
China is open to American goods, they will
also be open to American ideals of freedom.
I want to see trade bring a new openess to
China, new economic opportunities, and a rise
of freedom. That’s why I supported MFN for
China during my first years in Congress. I be-
lieved that argument. But what has the experi-
ence of the past decade taught us. Let’s look
at China’s record.

But, China has engaged in unfair trade
practices, pirated intellectual property, partici-
pated in weapons proliferation, suppressed
democracy, and acted with belligerence to-
ward Taiwan. There is no evidence that China
is responding and that it deserves a new trade
regime with the United States. And all the
while, this Congress has granted China Most
Favored Nation Trading Status. Do we truly
believe that by granting China permanent
MFN, and forgoing a yearly review, that this
record or abuses will somehow improve?

Right now, on labor standards and Demo-
cratic rights, China is surrounded by a Great
Wall. It is holding back its people’s hopes for
democratic freedoms. It threatens to bring
down economic standards here. This Con-
gress should say to China clearly and un-
equivocally that China must break down this
wall, truly open its markets, raise labor stand-
ards, and freedom, or China should forfeit
their rights to the benefits that all nations
enjoy.

Only by voting ‘‘no’’ will this great body ever
again debate what standards should matter in
our trade relations with China. Oppose perma-
nent most favored nation status for China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
15 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. NEY).

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, if we want to
send a message to the Chinese people,
we might as well try to mail it in a let-
ter because they will not hear it in the
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sweatshops and the prisons. And the
text of this bill does not do anything
for them.

So if we want to send a message to
the Chinese people, we should vote
‘‘no,’’ and then we can really try to
help them out.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAL-
VERT).

(Mr. CALVERT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of granting permanent
normal trade relations, H.R. 4444, for
the People’s Republic of China.

I have long subscribed to Ronald Reagan’s
philosophy on dealing with adversaries: con-
tain them militarily, engage them diplomatically
and flood them with western goods and influ-
ences. I believe a similar combination will
work on China.

Many Americans are rightly concerned
about human rights; and religious and political
freedom in China. However, rejecting normal
trading practices with China will not improve
freedom in China. In fact, it will plunge China
further into isolation and reduce freedom.

Pat Robertson, with the Christian Broad-
casting Network, and Rev. Richard Cizik, with
the National Association of Evangelicals agree
that engagement with China has and will con-
tinue to improve human rights in China.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I strongly encour-
age my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to help our American economy improve
human rights in China. Vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R.
4444.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT).

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of extending permanent
normal trade relations status to China.

I have heard two arguments recently against
granting China this trade status which I think
deserve examination.

1. Critics say we should not grant PNTR
status to China because we will lose leverage
on all future trade agreements. This allegation
represents a fundamental misunderstanding of
the vast benefits this agreement offers Amer-
ica. PNTR status will allow the United States
to establish reciprocal access to Chinese mar-
kets, for the first time. Passage of this bill will
allow the United States to take advantage of
the enormously favorable bilateral trade agree-
ment negotiated with China for entry into the
World Trade Organization. It should be noted
that this is a one-way arrangement—China will
dramatically reduce industrial and agricultural
tariffs on American products while we change
nothing about our trade laws. China will enter
the World Trade Organization with or without
Congressional approval of PNTR—but if we
don’t pass this legislation the consequences
for American exporters will be devastating.
134 other countries will have access to the
Chinese market on the very favorable terms
that the United States negotiated, while we will
be locked out. This is not a position of lever-
age—this is a position of extreme weakness.

Opposing PNTR effectively isolates the United
States from this market.

2. Critics say this represents a benefit from
shadowy special interests, but is not in overall
American interests. Opponents who believe
that we should turn our backs on one of the
world’s largest export markets do a disservice
to export dependent jobs across the nation.
International trade, considering all imports and
exports, now constitutes 29 percent of the
gross domestic product, up from 7 percent in
1950. In Washington State, our economy is
even more dependent on trade, with foreign
exports alone accounting for nearly 25 percent
of the gross state product. Export-related jobs
represented 31 percent of the total increase in
jobs in the state over the last 30 years and
these jobs pay 46 percent more than the over-
all state average. Who are these supposed
shadowy special interests then? How about
the semiconductor, computer and tele-
communications industries, the backbone of
the New American economy—their tariff rates
will fall to zero—the workers in these sectors
represent a valuable special interest. Pacific
Northwest wheat farmers have not been able
to sell to China for more than 20 years—the
bilateral agreement will open this vast market
for the first time. Tariffs on Washington apples
will fall from 30 percent to 10 percent, making
their products much more competitive—these
farmers are a valuable special interest.

This is a good agreement, and is in the in-
terests of all Americans and all trade interests.

Aside from its importance to the agricultural
community of eastern Washington, this meas-
ure is critically important to the enormous
number of aerospace workers throughout our
state. Over the last few months, I have been
in contact with the presidents of union locals
who asked my support for PNTR because it
would help U.S. aerospace workers. Last
week, I was visited by a delegation of union
presidents who represent a national coalition
of unions who are supporting this measure.
They are committed to human rights and envi-
ronmental protection but they are also com-
mitted to expanding the rank and file member-
ship in their unions through expanded trade
with China.

I believe Members should recognize this di-
versity of opinion within the labor movement.
While some AFL–CIO unions are offering seri-
ous opposition to PNTR, the largest locals in
my State have endorsed PNTR. The Inter-
national Association of Machinists, and the
Society of Professional Engineering Employ-
ees in Aerospace, both AFL–CIO affiliates,
have endorsed this legislation. I would hope
that Members of this body would hear the
pleas of local unions that are trying to pre-
serve their jobs and not lose access to future
markets.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATKINS).

(Mr. WATKINS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, 13 years ago I
delivered the commencement address at my
alma mater, Oklahoma State University. I enti-
tled that speech ‘‘International Trade: Oppor-
tunity or Destruction. Which Way America?’’

As I stand before my colleagues today, we
are going to answer that question. We build
economic opportunities for our children and
grandchildren; and provide opportunities to ex-

port American values for freedom of religion,
speech, and human rights to China. I want to
emphasize five facts: One, we are in a global
competitive world, and we are not going back.
Two, 134 countries of the WTO have already
approved permanent trading relationships with
China. We are the only country that is lin-
gering behind. Three, China can already enter
the United States markets. That is why we
have an $80 billion trade imbalance. Four, this
agreement will allow us—the USA—to enter
China’s market of 1.3 billion people and will let
us have the opportunity also to market the val-
ues that we believe in: freedom of religion,
freedom of assembly, freedom of speech, and,
yes, human rights. Fact five: I am a grand-
father. I could step back and say, ‘‘Why
should I care? This is not going to affect me.’’
But, my colleagues, are we going to give our
children and our grandchildren the tools of op-
portunity to compete in this global economy or
place them in an unfair position to maintain
America’s leadership in the world. I stand in
support of this legislation. We must give our
children and grandchildren the tools to com-
pete in this world.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to mention some of the
points today about which I think there
is not nearly as much disagreement as
we have had on others.

The first is I think it is perfectly
clear that we have to engage China in
commerce. These are the ties that
bind. This is a country with a popu-
lation in excess of 1.2 billion people and
growing.

I think it is terribly important to
point out that the Taiwanese, who
have been under as much risk as any-
one in the world with China’s behavior,
strongly support the adoption of this
bill and view it as a very important
step towards achieving a more peaceful
resolution of their differences over the
next decade.

I think it is fair to say that there is
no question that the concessions the
United States has extracted to further
access to China are very, very strong.
In Florida, my home State, there will
be significant reductions in tariffs on
orange juice, grapefruit concentrate,
and fertilizer. And the fertilizer indus-
try will begin to privatize over time in
China.

Who will benefit under this agree-
ment? In 1997, 82 percent of the export-
ers to China were small and medium-
sized businesses. In my State, Florida,
in 1997, 52 percent of the exporters to
China were small businesses, busi-
nesses with 100 employees or less.

We are bringing China into the rule
of law. One of the things that separates
those that oppose this bill from those
that support it is how quickly can we
do that. It will take time to change at-
titudes, to change systems. And make
no mistake about it, we will have to
fight like the dickens to enforce these
rules.

Finally, in closing, we need to re-
spect and address the concerns that
have been raised in opposition to this

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 04:59 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00052 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24MY7.113 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3703May 24, 2000
bill, and I believe the Bereuter-Levin
proposal will do that and would strong-
ly urge its adoption.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS).

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in opposition to granting of a per-
manent normal trade relationship with
China.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the story of two
workers: one in Liaoyang in Northeast China
and one in the 7th District in Chicago, Illinois.

They have never met. They probably never
will meet.

But their fates are tied together as if they
were family members . . . and their fates meet
here, today on the floor of the House.

The workers at the Liaoyang Ferro-alloy
Factory, the fourth largest in the city, employ-
ing 5,000 workers began huge demonstrations
on May 18.

Even though the workers only earn what
would be considered here starvation wages,
they had not been paid in two years. The
union had done nothing for them.

Because the world was watching and this
vote was pending local officials could not
crush the demonstrations as they did with
20,000 Yanjiazhan mine workers in a nearby
city earlier this year.

As a result the factory agreed to pay back
wages.

In the 7th District of Illinois on Chicago’s
Westside there is a mini renaissance of manu-
facturing. Some of it is the result of the Chi-
cago Manufacturing Center which has offices
in the same building as my district office. They
are struggling to bring manufacturing back to
the inner city . . . such as a plant to make
awnings.

These struggling new small businesses, the
engine of job creation today, and their workers
are about to be thrown into unfair competition
with factories in China like the one I just spoke
of.

According to the U.S. Trade Representa-
tive’s own model, over the next ten years, this
bill wll create 276,221 jobs, but it will result in
the loss of 1,148,313 jobs.

A net loss of 872,091 desperately needed
U.S. jobs.

Those job losses will occur in every state
and in every sector of the economy including
agriculture. That’s with, the job losses will
occur in my state and they will occur in every
state of this great union.

If all you care about is making our economy
grow then you must vote against PNTR for
China. Don’t throw these working families into
the unemployment line.

Despite the ‘‘dot Com’’ hype, it is the con-
sumer spending of working families which is
sustaining our economy.

If you care at all about real people, if the
quality of life of our people, and the people of
China matter at all to you. Then you must also
vote against PNTR for China.

More than 2000 years ago the ancient
Greeks taught us the fate of those who were
seduced by the alluring voices and false prom-
ises of the Sirens.

Mr. Speaker, let us not be seduced by the
Sirens of the 21st century, who sing of glob-
alism as an end in itself, and who abandon
our people for sweet promises.

Let us steer for our North Star, our goal of
a fair economy, a level playing field . . . that’s
the road to global prosperity. Vote ‘‘no’’ on
Permanent Normal Trade Relations for China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ENGEL), who understands
that granting PNTR would allow China
to continue to regularly threaten the
Democratic Nation of Taiwan and the
U.S. with military attack.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, this vote
defines what kind of a Nation we want
to be. There is no doubt that business
will make a lot of money if this bill
passes; but are we only for the al-
mighty dollar, or are we for morality
and doing what is right? The almighty
dollar or human rights? The almighty
dollar or American jobs? The almighty
dollar or environmental concerns?

Why can we not continue our annual
review of China instead of giving them
a permanent blank check? It is the
only leverage we have. Is it only the al-
mighty dollar that counts? Shame on
us if it is true. Vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WELDON).

(Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, over the past several years, I
have supported Most Favored Nation
status for China. I have expressed my
concerns about human rights in trips
to China, in speeches before the Na-
tional Defense University of the PLA,
and at Fudan University in Shanghai. I
have talked about my concerns about
Taiwan. But I do believe that engage-
ment is more productive than isola-
tion.

This year I have been undecided up
until this very moment. I have been
undecided, Mr. Speaker, because of our
national security, and I want to talk to
that issue for a few moments.

I was a member of the Cox com-
mittee. For 7 months, I sat behind
closed doors and looked at the evidence
that the FBI and the CIA had relative
to the acquiring of technology from
America, some of our most sensitive
technology. The fact that China ac-
quired over 500 HPCs, high performance
computers, when in 1995 they had none
and in 3 years they had over 500. I have
looked at the transfer of missile tech-
nology, which has not just helped the
Chinese but also been transferred to
North Korea. I looked at the fact that
China was able to use our weapons de-
sign for our nuclear warheads, which
has now benefited their nuclear war-
head program. The access to tele-
communications technology, satellite
launching technology which can also
be used from Irving nuclear missiles.
And I looked at China acquiring
encryption.

But, Mr. Speaker, through it all,
when all was said and done, I looked at
the fact that China was a willing
buyer, but up until 5 years ago we were
not a willing seller. It was not China

stealing America’s technology; it was a
wholesale auctioning of our most sen-
sitive technology by this White House.
In every single case, the evidence
points to the other end of Pennsylvania
Avenue, where this President and this
Vice President auctioned off America’s
national security. And we cannot use
this debate to blame the Chinese peo-
ple. We should not use this debate to
say China stole our technology.

In spite of President Clinton, I will
vote for MFN, and hope that a new ad-
ministration will take a different tact
in terms of America’s national secu-
rity.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DOOLEY), who worked
so hard on this piece of legislation.

Mr. DOOLEY of California. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of pas-
sage of PNTR and also rise to commend
President Clinton and the administra-
tion for their terrific effort to nego-
tiate an agreement that is good for
U.S. workers, that is good for U.S.
businesses, and that is good for U.S.
farmers.

It is such a wonderful deal because
this is one of the few agreements that
we have ever had the chance to vote on
where the United States gave up noth-
ing. We did not reduce a tariff, we did
not reduce a quota, and in return we
got significant across-the-board reduc-
tions in tariffs and increased market
access, which is going to increase the
influence that the United States has on
the internal affairs of China.

That is important, because many of
us are very concerned about the
progress on human rights and religious
freedoms in China. But it is inconceiv-
able that we are going to have more in-
fluence in seeing progress in those
areas by adopting a policy which fur-
ther isolates the United States from
the affairs in China. We are going to do
more to empower the Chinese citizens
to make progress in their efforts to ad-
vance democracy, in their efforts to ad-
vance greater personal freedoms by ex-
tending the hand of economic coopera-
tion.

This policy of economic engagement
is one which is going to ensure that
China becomes a part of the body of na-
tions that do comply with the rules of
law. It is going to also be an instru-
ment that is going to ensure that with
additional U.S. investment and addi-
tional U.S. trade that we will see an
accelerated enhancement of the per
capita GDP and the standard of living
in China that will also result in greater
benefits and progress on human rights
as well as labor and environmental
conditions.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR), who understands that
ADM may have to change its slogan to
‘‘Supermarket to a More Polluted
World’’ if in fact this awful resolution
passes.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strongest opposition to permanent
trade privileges for China.
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Trade does not bring freedom. Only

enforceable laws in democratic repub-
lics bring freedom. Trade does not
bring peace. Before World War II, the
largest trading relationship in the
world was not Nazi Germany’s with
England. Did that stop totalitarian-
ism’s rise? Trade does not build a mid-
dle class. Only laws governing workers’
rights to organize undergird the rise of
a strong middle class with good wages
and benefits.

This is not a fight about expanding
America’s export markets. This is a
fight about China becoming a vast ex-
port platform 12 times the size of Mexi-
co’s, taking our markets in Asia’s rim
and sending a glut of sweatshop and ag-
ricultural commodities back here to
our shores.

This is a heroic fight for democratic
values in the harsh countryside and in
the industrial sweatshops in China, in
places most Americans, including this
Congress, will never visit. Will we side
with the chauffeured limousine class,
advertisers, retailers, and global com-
panies that soothingly tell us ‘‘every-
thing will be all right,’’ or will we
stand with the freedom fighters in
China and throughout the world?

For those fighting permanent privi-
leges for China on the basis of demo-
cratic values. I say, hurray.

b 1500
For those courageous people in Tai-

wan standing tall for sovereignty and
self-determination, indeed for nation-
hood, I say, keep the flame of liberty
burning. For those fighting permanent
privileges for China on the basis of reli-
gious freedom, I say, God bless you.
For those fighting for one-half billion
working women and girls in China be
afforded dignity and respect, I say, if
not with this vote, then when?

For those fighting permanent trade
privileges for China on the basis of
freedom of assembly, whether it is for
the Falun Gong or for the murdered
freedom fighters in Tiananmen Square,
I say, keep standing tall in liberty’s
cause. Happy Memorial Day. Vote ‘‘no’’
on permanent trade relations with
China.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the distinguished gentleman
from Delaware (Mr. CASTLE).

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this most important trade
agreement. Failure by this Congress to
extend PNTR would squander a decade
and a half of negotiations, invite the
unraveling of China’s extensive WTO
commitments, and punish American
businesses and farmers by shutting
them out of the world’s biggest emerg-
ing market for the foreseeable future.

The best way to encourage the type
of behavior we desire is through poli-
cies that promote the rule of law, free
trade, economic reform, and democra-
tization. For these are the seeds from
which democracy can grow.

Therefore, I believe we should con-
tinue to pursue our historic and long-

standing policy of engagement rather
than containment. Vote for this legis-
lation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. THURMAN).

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, I would actually like to
take my time here to have a colloquy
with the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN).

I think that one of the things that
strengthens this proposal over any of
the other trade agreements that we
have really has come through the work
of the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) and the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER). And so I would
like to enter into a colloquy for the
purposes of showing the American peo-
ple and our friends in labor that there
are some real strengths in this that are
necessary for this debate to move on.

Mr. Speaker, what I would like to
ask the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) is what tools will the Commis-
sion have at its disposal to press for
better enforcement of human rights
and worker rights in China?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. THURMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentlewoman for asking about this
commission that is now part of this
legislation.

This is a unique commission, high
level, executive, and congressional.
There will be 18 Members of Congress.
There will be five members, high level
from the executive. So it will be moni-
toring human rights, the rule of law,
full-time staff, every day, every month,
not just one time a year. It is going to
be required to report to us every year.

This commission will be empowered
to make recommendations to this Con-
gress, recommendations for action by
the Congress or by the President. Its
recommendations could include actions
by the United States Representative to
IMF or to the World Bank or legisla-
tion and recommendations regarding
legislation that controls the sensitive
exports.

Let me also say this commission is
modeled after the Helsinki Commis-
sion. It was successful. A number of us
worked with it when it was impacting
rights in the Soviet Union. It was a
constant pressure point, as this com-
mission will be. It will add external
pressure to the internal pressures.

There have been reports in recent
days in the paper of dissidents in
China, and here is what they say: A
broad array of dissidents, environ-
mentalists, and labor activists in China
appear united in their support of Con-
gressional passage of the permanent
normal trade relations act with this
commission and that this combines ex-
ternal pressure with internal.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I say to the gen-

tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN)
quickly because I would also like the
gentleman to talk a little bit about the
antisurge provision because I think
this is, too, stemming from the
NAFTA. I would also like the gen-
tleman to talk a little bit about the
staff in China.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, quick-
ly, the permanent staff can be sta-
tioned here. It can be stationed in
China.

Let me say a word about the surge
provision, the toughest antisurge pro-
vision in American law. If there is an
inflow of products from China that
would hurt American workers and pro-
ducers, workers and producers can file
a complaint, swift action with the
standard of causation, which will allow
us to act if there is this surge.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) under-
stands that the average Chinese worker
earns 108 bucks a year, hardly enough
if they spent every nickel they earned
every year in the United States to
make a dent in our $80 billion trade
deficit with China.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER).

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, even
as we talk on the floor, the Chinese are
planning not to comply with any of
this. They say already that they have a
cautious, go-slow approach, otherwise
they will risk widespread unrest that
could undermine their rule. They are
not going to comply with WTO’s 5-year
rule. They say they will do everything
they can to shelter their industries,
and that is no surprise to us.

Yesterday, on the floor, a colleague
told me about a General Motors plant
closing down in his district in Flint,
and the last act that those workers had
to do was to undo that piece of machin-
ery and crate it up to be shipped over
to its new homes and its new workers;
and then General Motors had the ef-
frontery to classify that as an export.

Do we want to see that happen to all
the jobs in this country? We want to
trade with China, and we will trade
with China. But would it not be won-
derful if, for one chance in our life,
that this would be absolutely fair
trade?

We are not going to be selling any
goods over there. Everything is going
to be manufactured there, as other col-
leagues have said before, and brought
right back here at one-twentieth of the
cost manufactured here, but it will be
sold here at the maximum they could
get.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my good friend for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to make
sure that Members understand that
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there is a profound difference between
the Helsinki Commission, which I
chair, which was formed back in 1976 to
implement the Helsinki Final Act to
which the USSR and the Warsaw Pact
nations and others were a party to.
They signed on the dotted line.

The commission that is contemplated
in this legislation is a watchdog com-
mission. It is like any other commis-
sion that might be formed, but there is
no participation by China or any of the
other countries in Asia, so there is a
major difference. So I would hope we
would no longer somehow compare it
to the Helsinki Commission. There is
no real comparison between the two.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I think
at this time it might help to share with
us the remaining time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) has 93⁄4 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) has 81⁄2 minutes remaining. The
gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
has 141⁄2 minutes remaining. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. STARK)
has 21 minutes remaining.

Let me just repeat that we intend in
the closing part of the debate to begin
with the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NORWOOD), then to go to the gentleman
from California (Mr. STARK), then to go
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), and then finish up with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. RANGEL. It is my under-
standing, Mr. Speaker, that that order
will be after a quorum call?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. That is
correct.

Mr. RANGEL. So that it could very
well be that we will have to have some
speakers that have large amounts of
time before that quorum call to call on
several of their speakers?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Correct.
Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Arkan-
sas (Mr. BERRY).

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, first of all
I want to recognize the distinguished
ranking member, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), and the dis-
tinguished ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), for
their leadership on this matter.

I rise in support of permanent normal
trade relations with China. If Congress
does not grant permanent normal trade
relations to China, it will be the worst
economic mistake this country has
made since the Great Depression.

Without a doubt, this agreement is
good from an economic standpoint,
from a human rights standpoint, from
a national security standpoint. Nearly
every industry in the United States
will see a direct benefit from tariff re-
ductions on American goods going into
China.

Agriculture, financial services, insur-
ance, telecommunications, information

and technology, and a host of other in-
dustries will directly benefit from this
agreement. Jobs will also be created to
meet the growing demand for products
in China.

American agriculture will benefit as
much as anyone. More rice, wheat, cot-
ton, soybeans, poultry, pork, beef and a
host of other products will be sent to
China directly from Arkansas and
other States.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
bill.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. TIERNEY), who lives
next to the area where a civil action
was written, understands that passage
of PNTR will lead the U.S. corpora-
tions doing business in China simply to
be able to continue to avoid stringent
environmental regulations.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
TIERNEY).

(Mr. TIERNEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, a vote
for permanent normal trade relations
with China gives up favorable United
States Trade Agreement enforcement
rights, it relinquishes forever any abil-
ity to use as leverage our existing peri-
odic review process to, at least, try to
effect universally acknowledged viola-
tions of human rights, including work-
er rights, religious intolerance, the
spreading of technological and other
information for dangerous weaponry,
environmental degradation, and a long
history of noncompliance with vir-
tually every bilateral agreement nego-
tiated between the United States and
China in recent generations.

It does so despite the fact that it will
have an adverse effect on the jobs of
many who are the least prepared to
deal with such a loss, and that is most-
ly because we have failed in advance of
expanding ever-open market initia-
tives, to put in place effective transi-
tion assistance and worker training
and re-training and health care for
those who are unable to afford it
through the unexpected job loss. And
all of this is done unnecessarily.

Contrary to those who misinform us
with claims that granting PNTR to
China benefits the United States, that
is inaccurate. And it is not accurate, as
inferred and misstated, that in failing
to give PNTR to China, we would give
a benefit to the European Union that
we would not get in the United States.
Legal analysis shows otherwise

In fact, if China, in acceding to the WTO,
grants market-opening concessions to WTO
members other than the United States, then
existing bilateral trade agreements between
China and the United States require that
China grant those same concessions to the
United States, even if Congress does not
grant PNTR to China.

Sound legal analysis of the controlling bilat-
eral trade documents since 1979 show this to
be true. Further, the bilateral agreements be-

tween China and the United States have far
superior mechanisms for enforcing trade
agreement violations than has the so far
grossly slow and relatively ineffectual WTO
Claims process. The need to retain our advan-
tage of enforcement and to forego being con-
strained only to the WTO process is extremely
important given China’s history of noncompli-
ance. In fact, it was the United States’ ability
to use the so-called 301 Sanctions, as allowed
in the bilateral agreements between the coun-
tries that finally forced China’s compliance
with the 1992 Trade Agreements on Intellec-
tual Property.

There is reason to be concerned that Chi-
nese officials are already backing away from
the 1999 U.S.-China Bilateral Agreement,
which is the basis for the request for PNTR.
Consider just two of several statements by
Chinese negotiators and/or authoritative
sources:

On wheat, where the Administration Sum-
mary of the United States-China WTO Agree-
ment, February 15, 2000, says ‘‘China will im-
port all types of U.S. wheat from all regions of
the United States to all ports in China . . .,’’
China’s chief WTO negotiator was quoted in
the South China Morning Post on January 7,
2000, as saying: ‘‘It is a complete misunder-
standing to expect this grain to enter the coun-
try . . . Beijing only conceded a theoretical
opportunity for the export of grain.’’

The USTR fact sheet states: ‘‘China will
allow 49% foreign investment in all services, it
will allow 50% foreign ownership for value-
added in two years and paging services in
three years. In contradiction, AFX-ASIA, No-
vember 22, 1999, asserts: ‘‘. . . foreign com-
panies will be allowed to acquire the 25%
stakes in operators of local commerce, long
distance and international calls, and the max-
imum permitted foreign stake in telecom oper-
ators will be raised to 49% six years after
WTO entry, the official in the ministry’s [Chi-
na’s Ministry of Information Industry] policy
and regulation department said.’’

The list goes on and on, but it should be
noted that the United States Trade Represent-
ative has publicly stated that major differences
remain on the ‘‘commitments on a wide range
of WTO rules including subsidies, technical
standards, a mechanism to review implemen-
tation and many other issues.’’

This is not an argument over trade or no
trade. Despite attempts by some to paint
those who would vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR as isola-
tionists, I—and most other objecting parties—
support trade, and support trade with China.
We have $80 billion of trade with China now
as well as a trade imbalance (in China’s favor
and not in our interests) of $70 billion per
year. No one proposes ending trade with
China. What is opposed is the expansion of
trade privileges to China without retaining the
ability to enforce effective compliance with
those trade agreements. Furthermore, there is
opposition to surrendering what appears to be
a final opportunity to inject into multi-lateral
trade agreements protection for workers, for
the environment, for human rights and against
religious intolerance. It is a chance to retain
some leverage against China’s long standing
conduct of making weapons of mass destruc-
tion or related technology and/or information
available to nations such as Pakistan and Iran,
all very much against our national security.

That other countries in the WTO have poor
records in some of these areas also, is not
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sufficient reason to forego the annual oppor-
tunity to raise these issues with China. The
WTO is itself flawed by the absence of mech-
anisms to review individual members’ compli-
ance with reasonable international standards
in these areas. While no one contends that
every country must meet the exact standards
set by the United States or any other nation,
there certainly are recognizable thresholds of
conduct (child labor, the right to associate, the
right to believe in one’s religion) that should
and could be negotiated and incorporated in
trade agreements.

We would be remiss to add a country as
large as China, with such an atrocious record,
without first seeking to correct deficiencies in
the WTO. At the very least, if such a country
is to be allowed to join WTO, some review of
its conduct in complying with international
norms or evidence of improvement in these
areas over time, should be required.

My colleagues DAVID OBEY and BARNEY
FRANK have made several good points in re-
cent presentations on the issue. ‘‘As trade be-
tween highly developed, high wage countries,
and under developed low wage countries has
become a larger and larger share of the mix,
negative side effects have appeared in high
wage countries like ours. A downward pres-
sure on wages because of that expanded
trade between very unlike economies has rein-
forced other economic trends and policy ac-
tions, producing an ever widening income gap
between those that invest and those that work.
A rising tide no longer lifts all boats. In fact,
the ability of those with large amounts of cap-
ital to pay any price necessary for what they
want has, in the global economy and local
neighborhood alike, driven some costs far
above what can be afforded by those whose
boats are anchored to low wages. That has
happened with the price of housing. It has
happened with the price of education—espe-
cially at private institutions. It has happened
with the price of medical care.’’

‘‘Downward pressure on wages in econo-
mies like our own have been accompanied by
greater incentives to minimize environmental
costs that go into any product because we are
told these products are in competition with
products produced in countries with much less
concern for either well-paid workers or well-
protected environments. This has made it
more difficult to protect gains that industrial
countries have made in raising workers’ living
standards or cleaning up the environments in
which they live.

There is no question that in macro eco-
nomic terms, totally open trade can produce
more goods at lower costs worldwide. And
normally that would be a blessing.

But when that becomes the only goal, or at
times the only result, it carries a high price for
those who do not possess large amounts of
capital because their wages cease to rise. And
the communities they live in come under pres-
sure to allow corporations to do less and less
to clean up pollution, all in the name of re-
maining globally competitive in a world where
there are almost no restraints on the move-
ment of the power of capital and ever increas-
ing restraints in the power of everything and
everyone else—governments, consumers, and
labor.’’

No one expects equal income for all people.
The need for society to have risk takers who
can amass wealth for investment to produce
economic growth for everyone is bound to

produce inequality. ‘‘But as Pope John Paul
once observed, there are certain ‘‘norms of
decency’’ that must be respected in order to
produce economic justice and the social cohe-
sion that is necessary for any economic sys-
tem to function.’’ The last decades have pro-
duced just the opposite—the widest gap be-
tween the wealthiest one percent of our peo-
ple and the least wealthy twenty percent—at
any time since the birth of the twentieth cen-
tury.

Since new globalized trading realities have
helped produce the problem, they must also
be part of the effort to fix it. Trade agreements
are an appropriate place to address such
issues. While Alan Greenspan, the Chairman
of the Federal Reserve, asserts that we must
not allow our ‘‘inability’’ to help workers who
are being injured to reduce our support for
open trade, I believe BARNEY FRANK has it
more accurate when he says, ‘‘The problem
we face is not inability, but unwillingness to do
so.’’

It is appropriate to set new trading rules,
new sets of power relationships, and wider
representation of interest at the negotiating
table. Congress should have a commitment,
as should society, to greater educational op-
portunity and training opportunities for workers
and children in working class families. It
should have a greater commitment to health
care for every person regardless of financial
circumstances, especially those of families of
workers whose corporate employers are being
squeezed by the pressures of globalization to
shrink the safety net businesses used to pro-
vide.

In essence, this vote is about doing all the
right things before and not after we give away
our leverage to obtain them.

The real shame of this debate is that few
people understand that we can, in effect, re-
tain our leverage to enforce the values in
which we believe and continue to trade. A
more honest debate with less demagoging
and less misinformation—as well as a willing-
ness by those who stand to gain a tremen-
dous amount economically to acknowledge
and not dismiss the concerns of others—could
have resulted in Congressional action that
would have protected all Americans.

The American public will not be pleased
when analysis shows that Congress has un-
necessarily voted to surrender the U.S. capac-
ity to best enforce its interests. It will be all the
more unhappy when it hears that Congress
did so while also giving away our only lever-
age to protect fundamental individual rights of
autonomy and association, and to safe guard
distributive justice and social well being of a
sort that cannot be measured by maximization
of corporate shareholders returns or aggregate
monetary wealth.

I ask for a vote against this, Mr.
Speaker.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of the time.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, it is my un-
derstanding that there may be a mo-
tion to recommit that involves what
would happen if there was armed con-
flict between China and Taiwan.

In my judgment, if this motion were
approved, language would be attached

to the bill requiring the United States
to withdraw PNTR from China in the
event of a Chinese attack on or block-
ade of Taiwan. This language is in di-
rect violation of GATT Article I which
requires that all WTO members grant
each other ‘‘any advantage, favor,
privilege, or immunity’’ provided to
other countries ‘‘immediately and un-
conditionally.’’ And this would, in fact,
be a condition.

A condition like the one included in
the motion to recommit is discrimina-
tory and disadvantageous, violating
this fundamental WTO principle. If it is
adopted, we will lose the full benefits
to America’s farmers and workers of
the strong rules-based and enforceable
market opening agreement we nego-
tiated in November.

Let me assure my colleagues that
even without the approval of the mo-
tion to recommit, the United States
and the Congress retain the authority
to take whatever actions we deem ap-
propriate to address our national secu-
rity concerns in the event of a block-
ade or attack on Taiwan.

Article 21 of the GATT agreement
states that nothing in the agreement
‘‘shall be construed . . . to prevent any
contracting party from taking any ac-
tion which it considers necessary for
the protection of its essential security
interests . . . taken in time of war or
other emergency in international rela-
tions.’’

This provision has enabled the
United States to conduct embargoes
against Czechoslovakia in 1949, Nica-
ragua in 1985, and the embargo we have
maintained against Cuba since 1962. All
of these nations were WTO members at
the time, and in each case the United
States’s position was upheld.

Though this motion seeks to protect
Taiwan, I would argue that it will do
just the opposite. Approving this mo-
tion will send a dire message to the
Chinese that no longer is the United
States interested in working with
China openly, no longer do we seek to
change China by bringing it into the
greater community of nations and ex-
posing it to the rule of law. Rather, we
will be starting down the road of iso-
lating China from the world and en-
couraging mistrust and conflict. If this
latter course of action is taken, I firm-
ly believe that Taiwan will be put at
risk.

Indeed, the Taiwanese Government is
the first to point out these points in its
support of Chinese accession to the
WTO and its support of our extension
of PNTR for China.

If my colleagues are truly concerned
about the welfare of Taiwan, I urge my
colleagues to oppose the motion to re-
commit and to vote for the bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER).

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

b 1515
Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise

today as one who has consistently
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voted against normal trading relations
for the People’s Republic of China.
Today, however, I will vote for PNTR
because I believe the facts have dra-
matically changed. Our deep disagree-
ment today is not on the ends that
American policy seeks to achieve, ad-
herence to human rights and worker
rights by all nations. Our difference is
on the means to achieve those ends.

Contrary to what critics say, PNTR
provides no blank check for China. In
fact, China has agreed to make historic
trade concessions that it has never
agreed to before, opening its markets,
slashing its tariffs, and agreeing to
abide by the global trading system
based on the rule of law. If they renege,
so can we. In contrast, our annual
votes never required China to make
any concessions whatsoever. Still,
China has received NTR status year
after year after year. At best, our an-
nual votes on NTR had a minimal ef-
fect in mitigating repression and
human rights in China. As the current
ranking member and for a decade
chairman of the Helsinki Commission
which monitors and advocates human
rights, I believe that the Levin-Bereu-
ter proposal is an important contribu-
tion to this bill. The bipartisan pro-
posal would establish a congressional
executive commission on China. As our
experience with the Helsinki Commis-
sion indicates, a China commission will
be a more effective mechanism for
maintaining pressure on China on
human rights, worker rights, and rule
of law issues than our brief annual re-
views.

Let me conclude, Mr. Speaker, by
noting that this vote also is critical, in
my opinion, for our core national secu-
rity interests, which include the sta-
bility of China and Asia in general, and
the peaceful resolution of differences
between the PRC and Taiwan. That is
why our allies in the region support
PNTR and China’s accession to the
WTO. Engaging China through trade
and the WTO enhances, in my opinion,
the possibility for dialogue on other se-
curity interests from the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction to glob-
al climate change.

Mr. Speaker, as the most powerful
Nation on Earth, we have a responsi-
bility to engage China, the most popu-
lous nation on Earth and move it, if we
can, toward democratic reform, market
economics, the rule of law, and respect
for basic human rights. As President
Kennedy stated in 1962, ‘‘Economic iso-
lation and political leadership are
wholly incompatible. The United
States has encouraged sweeping
changes in free world economic pat-
terns in order to strengthen the forces
of freedom.’’ These words still ring true
today. Let us seize this opportunity for
a more stable and safer 21st century.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. STUPAK).

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the permanent normal
trade relations with China. Today’s De-
troit News quotes a business execu-
tive’s position on China, and I quote:
‘‘We’re not interested in China per se
but free trade.’’ This executive said it
all. Proponents are not interested in
fair trade but free trade, where the
United States once again freely nego-
tiates away our markets, our jobs, our
values, our ideals and our beliefs.

In 1993, I raised the issue that these
free trade agreements would jeopardize
the natural resources of our country
and of our Great Lakes water. I was
ridiculed. But now we know that I was
correct. Under these free trade agree-
ments, despite assurances and side
agreements, our sovereignty over our
own natural resources are at risk. The
Nova Group’s proposal to ship Lake Su-
perior water demonstrates the eco-
nomic feasibility to ship Great Lakes
water to China. This is the first drop in
a flood of attacks that will come on
our Nation’s natural resources and our
own sovereignty, all in the name of
free trade.

As a country, as elected representa-
tives, as Americans, we stand for prin-
ciples, values and beliefs that are not
free but fair. Do not freely give away
our natural resources, our sovereignty
and our American beliefs and ideals.
Vote no on permanent normal trade re-
lations with China.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to Perma-
nent Normal Trade Relations with China.

Today’s Detroit News quotes a business ex-
ecutive’s position on China, and I quote:
‘‘We’re not interested in China per se, but free
trade.’’ This executive said it all! Proponents
are not interested in fair trade, but free trade,
where the United States once again freely ne-
gotiates away our markets, our jobs, our val-
ues, our ideals, and our beliefs.

A year ago, over 200 Members of this
House joined to stop the illegal steel dumping
by China and others in our market. China free-
ly dumped steel while negotiating this deal.
Miners in my district and steelworkers all
across this nation were laid off because of ille-
gal dumping of steel by China.

In the 90’s, the U.S. negotiated four major
trade agreements with China, from beef to
auto parts, each violated with impunity—no
remedy and no sanctions. More ‘‘free’’ trade.

Is it no wonder our trade deficit continues to
soar each month? China is now the second
largest contributor to our trade deficit which
now stands at $70 billion per year. This year
China will surpass Japan as our largest trade
deficit partner. More ‘‘free’’ give away trade!

In 1993, I raised the issue that these ‘‘free’’
trade agreements would jeopardize our natural
resources such as Great Lakes water. I was
ridiculed, but now we know I was correct.
Under these ‘‘free’’ trade agreements, despite
assurances and side agreements, our sov-
ereignty over our own natural resources are at
risk. The Nova Group’s proposal to ship Lake
Superior water demonstrates the economic
feasibility to ship Great Lakes water to China,
and this is the first drop in a flood of attacks
that will come at our nation’s natural resources
and our own sovereignty, all in the name of
free trade. As the business executive said,

‘‘We’re not interested in China per se—but
free trade.’’

We, as Members of this House, must be in-
terested in China, its people, our people, our
constituents, our American ideas, and our
American values and we should only freely ex-
port ideals, principles, and our American val-
ues such as: families should be allowed to
freely have children—not forced abortions and
sterilizations; products and goods produced
should be produced with pride and ingenuity—
not by prisoner and child labor; freedom to as-
semble, organize and question your govern-
ment—not crushing ideals of freedom, hope,
justice, and religious freedom with tanks in
Tiananmen Square.

As a country, as elected representatives, as
Americans, we stand for principles, values,
and beliefs that are not free but fair. Do not
freely give away our natural resources, our
sovereignty, our American beliefs and ideals.
Vote ‘‘no’’ on Permanent Normal Relations
with China.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. JONES).

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
voted for the African Growth and Op-
portunity Act and CBI because those
regions of the world had never had an
opportunity to have a trade agreement
with our country. But today I rise in
opposition to permanent normalization
of trade with China. I have said that
PNTR should stand for perpetrating a
notion of trade reform. Perpetrating a
notion that China will change, perpe-
trating a notion that environmental
conditions will improve, perpetrating a
notion that we will be more secure, and
perpetrating a notion that human
rights will improve.

Let us trade with China, but let us
not fool ourselves. Let us not reward
China for noncompliance. I tell my son
Mervyn, who is 17, You do right, I will
help you. You do wrong, you will get
nothing from me. That is what we
should tell China: You do right, we will
trade with you. You do not, we will
not.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana (Mr. VISCLOSKY).

(Mr. VISCLOSKY asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. VISCLOSKY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, the average American
in 1998 made a nickel less in real terms
for 1 hour’s worth of labor than they
made 18 years before that in 1980. What
we are engaged in today is a race to the
bottom, a race to pay the lowest wage,
a race to give the least benefits, a race
to not have a safe workplace, a race to
not have to worry about the environ-
ment. The Chinese Government said
that we will reform. My position in op-
position to this bill is they should re-
form, and then we should revisit the
issue. We owe this generation and the
next generation of American workers
hope in their economic future. We do
not give that to them today.

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 04:01 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00057 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K24MY7.131 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3708 May 24, 2000
Mr. Speaker, I rise first to express my

strong opposition to granting China Permanent
Normal Trade Relations. Until China reforms
its worker rights and establishes environ-
mental standards, approval of their status is
simply another stop in the race to the bottom
of the economic barrel. Secondly, as I listen to
my colleagues rise in support of this bill or,
conversely, to voice their opposition, I cannot
help but think that we must focus our attention
on the broader trade policy goals of the United
States.

This week’s vote on PNTR deals with only
one of the two pillars that the world trading
system is built upon—open markets. While
this is a very important objective, we must
place equal value on the second pillar—rules
against unfair trade. We all know what hap-
pens if we continue to strengthen just one half
of any foundation, while ignoring the other
half. Eventually the entire structure will come
crashing to the ground. The international trad-
ing system is no different. As we talk this
week about opening up the world’s largest
market, let us not forget about the importance
of enforcing the rules of fair trade.

The United States and the World Trade Or-
ganization (WTO) are not committed to free
trade. However, free trade must also be fair
trade. That is why there are internationally es-
tablished rules, and U.S. laws consistent with
these rules, which serve to protect domestic
industries from being wiped out by unfair for-
eign trade practices. Unfortunately, these rules
against unfair trade are only as good as the
bodies that enforce them, and our own Inter-
national Trade Commission (USITC), in par-
ticular, has decidedly chosen to ignore its
mandate to uphold the laws.

In recent cases, the USITC has denied relief
to American industries injured by unfairly trad-
ed goods. In fact, the current USITC Commis-
sioners individually have voted in favor of U.S.
industries less than half the time in investiga-
tions and contested sunset reviews, even after
the U.S. Department of Commerce has found
that U.S. industries have been victimized by
massive foreign dumping.

Understanding that these industries that are
losing before the USITC are not merely crying
wolf. Because of the enormous industry-wide
commitment that is required to bring an anti-
dumping or countervailing duty case, only the
most dire cases ever come before the ITC.
These are industries that have been bloodied
and battered by lengthy assaults from foreign
industries, and have turned to the U.S. gov-
ernment and its supposed policy of zero toler-
ance for unfair trade as their last resort. Until
the USITC reverses its record, or its respon-
sibilities are assumed by another agency, I be-
lieve its policy toward American trade laws
should be made known.

Although the American steel industry is not
the only industry that has been victimized by
decisions handed down by the ITC, it is one
that I can speak of personally because it is
such a vital industry to the people of my dis-
trict. At the height of the recent steel crisis, the
American steel industry and its workers filed
several cold-rolled steel cases. The facts were
simple: thousands of workers lost their jobs;
five steel companies went bankrupt; operating
profits turned to operating losses; and the U.S.
Department of Commerce eventually found
that twelve countries were dumping at sub-
stantial margins. Yet somehow the USITC de-
termined that the domestic industry was not

injured by this illegal dumping. Perhaps, it is
time for the USITC to reevaluate its under-
standing of the world ‘‘injury,’’ because there
are thousands of American steelworkers who
have an entirely different understanding.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. STRICKLAND).

Mr. STRICKLAND. Mr. Speaker,
today we are going to make an eco-
nomic decision, but we are also making
a moral decision. I believe that being
an American means something. The
thousands of men and women who have
sacrificed their lives for this country
did so out of reverence for its values,
individual liberty, personal dignity,
self-determination. When we encourage
unrestricted trade with a nation like
China, which disregards these values,
we dishonor America’s heroes. China
uses child labor, slave labor, and allows
abhorrent working conditions to flour-
ish. It persecutes Christians, Buddhists
and other religious people, threatening
them with fines, imprisonment and
even death. I believe our national
honor depends on us standing with the
persecuted in China, our own workers
and against this trade deal for multi-
national corporations.

Mr. Speaker, granting China perma-
nent normal trade relations is a mis-
take for our workers, our businesses
and our democratic values.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. WU).

Mr. WU. Mr. Speaker, as I tried to
make my case earlier that this trade
agreement is just not in fundamental
American interests, I would like to re-
state that argument very briefly. If we
both, America and China, dropped our
trade quotas, dropped our tariffs to
zero, we would lose control over im-
ports and China would not. China has a
nonconvertible currency. They have a
second level of control, because you
cannot get the foreign currency to buy
goods and bring it here.

We have heard many, many argu-
ments today also about the salutary ef-
fect of business. When I was young, I
believed in the Tooth Fairy, I believed
in Santa Claus, and I believed that all
these good things just came sort of
naturally. Later on I figured out that
my parents made deep, deep sacrifices
and worked hard to put things on the
table so that we could have things in
our family. The problem here is that
we would like to believe that trade will
automatically change everything, that
it has this wonderful transformative ef-
fect.

But the truth is that generations be-
fore us made deep, deep sacrifices.
They knew that it was more than
about business, that the business of
America must be more than business
alone. They made broad sacrifices.
They did not see their business as busi-
ness alone. They saw the business of
America as pressing hard on a broad
set of human values, of human rights,
of civil liberties, of the rule of law. We
must stand in that tradition today.

About 2,500 years ago, in a space not
much larger than this, 300 Spartans
stood tall against 100,000 Persians.
With typical candor, our Republican
friends have said that this vote would
not be called a moment before there
were 218 votes. We do not need 300
Spartans today to keep the forces of
darkness back. We only need 217 others
to stand in this space.

History is focused upon this Cham-
ber. As Abraham Lincoln said in send-
ing the Emancipation Proclamation
forth, ‘‘Let our actions be judged by be-
neficent history and a just God.’’ And
if each and every one of you can say
that you are willing to be judged by
history and by God based on your ac-
tions today, then I will be comfortable
with your actions. Do what is right. Do
what is right today in this Chamber.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard today
from many of our colleagues who say
they recognize that human rights in
China are deplorable. They recognize
that the environment is damaged by
China wantonly without regard to what
it will do to future generations. We rec-
ognize that political prisoners are im-
prisoned every day and that human
rights and religion are trod upon. Ev-
erybody says that that is going on in
China. There is no disagreement. Some
people have said, Let’s have a commis-
sion. Well, if you have been like me
and served on a children’s commission
and a Medicare commission and a So-
cial Security commission, you know
that in this town to create a commis-
sion is to prevent anything from hap-
pening. I dismiss the idea of the Levin-
Bereuter commission as a fig leaf
which will do nothing to change Chi-
na’s behavior.

But I would also like to suggest that
the harm done to America may not be
very great if the people who want most
favored nation prevail; it is just who
you are going to hurt and who you are
going to help. Arguably those people
pushing for most favored nation are
trying to help General Electric and the
huge corporations that are already the
richest in history. And so if this passes,
those corporations will all make two
bits, 50 cents a share more in earnings.
And that will help millions of Ameri-
cans a few bucks here and a few bucks
there, and it will probably help the
CEOs of those corporations get another
million or two in stock options.

Who is it going to hurt? I will tell
you who it is going to hurt. It is going
to hurt probably a couple of hundred
thousand Americans real bad. It is
going to hurt those people who are
going to lose their jobs overnight. They
are going to get hurt 30 or 40,000 bucks
because they are going to be out of
work. They may lose their homes; they
may lose a chance for their children to
go to college. But I do not suppose any-
body cares about them because the
truth is those people may lose their
jobs in 10 years, anyway, through the
growth of technology because they do
not have the training to keep up.
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They are the people who still work
with their hands in factories, they still
have minimum skills, they do heavy
lifting in warehouses. They are the
people that we are running higgeldy-
piggeldy to eliminate from the work-
force because they belong to unions
and cost us a lot in benefits.

So when you think about how you
are going to vote, you can think about
those families who may be looking for
Hamburger Helper on the dinner table
because Dad lost his job as a result of
this, or you can think about the people
who are already making millions of
dollars in stock options and the people
whose pensions are a little higher. If
you are a Federal employee and in the
C fund, your retirement is going to do
a little better.

That is it. It is as simple as all that.
The big corporations get helped big
time, and a few of our middle-class
Americans have their lives destroyed if
you vote for this terrible, terrible give-
away of our leverage to make China do
the right thing.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I am
delighted to yield 5 minutes to my
friend, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, in March of 1941 our
former colleague, Carl Anderson, a
Representative from Minnesota,
warned us about the danger of arming
potential adversaries. He said then
that the chances of war with Japan
were 50–50, and, that if our fleet had to
meet the Japanese fleet, we would
meet a fleet which was built with
American steel and fueled with Amer-
ican petroleum.

A few months later at Pearl Harbor,
21 American ships were destroyed, 300
planes were destroyed, and 5,000 Ameri-
cans were killed and wounded by a Jap-
anese fleet that was built with Amer-
ican steel and fueled with American pe-
troleum.

Well, whichever side of this debate
one is on, everyone here has to concede
American dollars are arming Com-
munist China today. Let us look at
what they have done with the $350 bil-
lion that they have amassed in trade
surplus over the last 8 years. The
Sovrenny class missile destroyers,
straight from the Russians, designed
for one purpose, to kill American air-
craft carriers, were purchased with
American trade dollars. The SU–27
fighter aircraft, high performance air-
craft, capable of effective warfare
against America’s top line fighters,
were purchased with American trade
dollars. On top of that, kilo class sub-
marines, AWACS aircraft, air-to-air re-
fueling capability, sophisticated com-
munications equipment, all purchased
with American trade dollars, and
compounding the danger, China’s own
sales to nations like Iraq, Iran, Libya,
Syria and North Korea of components
for weapons of mass destruction.

Mr. Speaker, we have just left the
bloodiest century in the history of the

world. In a way it is a century of tri-
umph for America. The story of the
20th century is the story of a great
Democrat President, FDR, who stood
with Winston Churchill against Ger-
many’s Hitler. It is the story of a great
Republican President, Ronald Reagan,
who faced down the Soviet empire and
disassembled Soviet Union.

But it is also a story of tragedy, be-
cause 617,000 Americans lie in ceme-
teries across this country and in the
oceans of the world and the battlefields
of the world as people who were killed
in action saving the world for freedom
in this last century.

Many of them fought in wars for
which we were unprepared; that is a
tragedy of the 20th century. But the
greater tragedy, which could be the
tragedy of the 21st century, could hap-
pen if this country, having fought and
bled and sacrificed to dissolve the So-
viet empire, through a massive infu-
sion of cash produces, by our own hand,
another military superpower, and if the
cemeteries of this country one day hold
the bodies of Americans in uniform
killed with weapons purchased by
American trade dollars. That will be
the greatest tragedy of this new 21st
century.

Mr. Speaker, let us avoid that trag-
edy. Vote no on PNTR.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACH-
US).

(Mr. BACHUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the legislation.

We have hammered out an agreement that
safeguards the legitimate interests and con-
cerns of Alabama’s coke industry and assures
the long term viability of that industry. This is
not only a victory for the coke industry and its
employees, but also for Alabama’s coal indus-
try which supplies the basic raw materials for
the production of coke.

I was skeptical of this agreement at first be-
cause of my concerns about our national se-
curity and China’s human rights violations.
However, I am now persuaded by the support
for this agreement by the Taiwanese govern-
ment, dissidents within China, and reformers
within their government that it is not only in
our best interests, but will also encourage the
likelihood of positive reform of their poor
record on human rights and religious persecu-
tion.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
who has played so vitally important a
role in this effort.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, over the
last 2 decades we have observed incred-
ible changes, the cause of freedom,
both economic and political freedom,
sweep across our globe. I recall very
well 10 years ago this last October as
the Berlin Wall was getting ready to
come down, we heard a speech from the

first elected leader of South Korea, one
of those countries which we main-
tained an economic tie with and
brought about economic reform and po-
litical reform in. He said in his speech
here, ‘‘The forces of freedom and lib-
erty are eroding the foundations of
closed societies. The efficiency of the
market economy and the benefits of an
open society have become undeniable.
Now these universal ideals, symbolized
by the United States of America, have
begun to undermine the fortresses of
repression.’’

I was struck with that speech that he
gave a decade ago right here in this
Chamber; and, Mr. Speaker, if we stand
with the likes of Colin Powell, the
Dalai Lama, Billy Graham, the former
Presidents, and a wide range of leaders
in China and dissidents who understand
the power of opening this up, we will
one day see the first elected leader
from the People’s Republic of China
stand right here in this Chamber deliv-
ering a familiar, similar speech.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I encourage
my colleagues to vote yes on what
many have described as the most im-
portant vote of our careers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), a
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means and a gentleman that has con-
tributed so much to this debate.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman, my brother, for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
and especially, if I might, the gen-
tleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREUTER).

I want to comment briefly on some of
the arguments here, for example, the
job loss, the reference to 800,000, based,
it is said, on an ITC report. But here is
what the ITC says, that that briefing
paper in several ways misrepresents
the work and the findings of the ITC.

But China will become increasingly a
competitor, and that is why we have an
anti-surge provision, the strongest in
American law.

It is also said China never has abided
by a trade agreement. That is not true.
They have abided in part in some. But
it is going to be a special challenge to
implement compliance by China, and
that is why we have in our proposal ad-
ditional resources and a provision for
an annual review within the WTO
sought by the U.S.

Human rights, the annual review has
not been an effective mechanism. It
was not used after Tianenman, and
there is no strategy for its effective use
in the future. We can do better. We can
do better. The Helsinki Commission-
type will help us. It will be up to us to
make sure it will do better than that.
That commission worked despite, not
because of, the Soviet Union.

We should not isolate China, nor
should we in the U.S. isolate ourselves
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from pressing China to move in the
right direction.

Passing PNTR will allow us to ac-
tively engage China and constructively
confront it. Rejecting PNTR would
likely lead to chaos in our relationship
with China, making both active en-
gagement and constructive confronta-
tion far more difficult.

This debate is about difficult judg-
ments about a huge country far away,
and about immense pressures much
closer to home. Democracy is about re-
solving competing and conflicting pres-
sures. Taking these pressures fully into
account, there are important occasions
when we must rise above them. With
leadership, a democracy can be more
than the sum of particular pressures.
Today the challenge before us in this
House is to exercise such leadership.
Today the challenge is before us. Let
us meet that challenge.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. LEVIN. I yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to commend the gentleman for his
work on the commission.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, greed has
rolled in like a bulldozer over all of the
numerous logical reasons supporting
the denial of a permanent trade agree-
ment with China. The mega-profits to
be realized by the corporate elite are so
overwhelming that this juggernaut
cannot be halted. What an irony it is
that the larger part of the evil empire
is now going to be a recipient of large-
scale investments from the leader of
capitalism in the free world.

This act will have tornado-like dev-
astation on the employment of hun-
dreds of thousands of ordinary men and
women in this Nation. Workers on both
sides of the world will be the victims of
this agreement. Chinese laborers paid
25 cents per hour or less will fill the
bank accounts of multinational cor-
porations. American workers will be
forced to struggle harder and work
more hours as industrial and manufac-
turing jobs are moved to China. Only
lower-paying service jobs or high-tech
positions requiring a college education
will be left on our shores.

Mr. Speaker, it is irresponsible to
consider trade legislation like this
without considering the consequences.
We need to right now begin to prepare
for all those workers that are going to
be thrown out of work. I urge a no vote
on this legislation.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, it is a
great privilege to yield 5 minutes to
the distinguished gentlewoman from
California (Ms. PELOSI), who has been a
leader for human rights, for dignity,
and for fair trade with China for many
years.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time so gen-
erously.

Mr. Speaker, today Congress is
poised to take a vote which will define
us as a Nation. We will decide whether
we will uphold the principles upon
which our great country was founded.
We will decide if we will support the
pillars of our foreign policy, promoting
democratic values, stopping the pro-
liferation of weapons of mass destruc-
tion, growing our economy by pro-
moting our exports abroad, or if we
will squander our leverage to please
some in the business community who
do not share our responsibility to the
public interest.

In the public interest, I am pleased to
join in opposition to this PNTR resolu-
tion. I am pleased to join the American
Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars,
the National Catholic Conference of
Bishops, the International Campaign
for Tibet, the China Democratic Party,
the Sierra Club, and many other orga-
nizations committed to promoting
human rights, fair trade, and pro-
tecting our environment.

In the course of the debate preceding
today’s vote, some have said that the
annual review of China’s trade status
has not been useful. They failed to
mention that conditioning MFN on im-
provements in China’s trade, human
rights and proliferation behavior has
never become law. It is the Bush-Clin-
ton policy which has prevailed every
year and produced record deficits. This
year it will be over $85 billion in trade
deficit with China, more people in pris-
on for their political and religious be-
liefs than at any time since the cul-
tural revolution, and an expansion in
China’s proliferation activities, from
Pakistan, making South Asia a more
dangerous place, to Iran, making the
Persian Gulf a more dangerous place,
to Libya, threatening stability in the
Middle East, as well as threatening the
security of Taiwan.
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Most recently, this Libyan sale was
in March of the year 2000; this is cur-
rent and ongoing. And despite the fail-
ure of this policy of turning back or
conditioning MFN, now called NTR, on
improvement in these areas, despite
the Bush/Clinton failure, they are ask-
ing us to make it permanent. On top of
all of that, there is little reason to be-
lieve that the Chinese will comply with
this trade agreement.

They have violated every bilateral
agreement with the U.S. that they
have signed on trade. We must not let
the Beijing regime dictate the terms of
surrender of our annual review of the
U.S./China relationship.

Mr. Speaker, China’s trade surplus of
$85 billion for this year enables the
Chinese Government to buy products,
to buy political support and to buy si-
lence from countries throughout the
world. But we must not be silent, we
must speak out for freedom, because it
is in our national security interests to
do so.

Democratic countries do not invade
their neighbors. Democratic countries

respect the rule of law, facilitating, for
one thing, trade. We must speak out
for freedom, because it is the right
thing to do and honors the sacrifice of
our country’s founders.

Before I close, I want to say, I think
that this has been a very constructive
debate. The Members have been very
courteous to listen and to exchange
ideas in a very, shall we say, spirited
way. And I want to thank all of my col-
leagues for listening and to those who
have listened, as we ponder our vote
today, I want my colleagues to think of
two questions. First of all, what credi-
bility do we have as a country that is
the leader of the free world to speak
about freedom?

Mr. Speaker, I want my colleagues to
ponder two questions; what credibility
do we have as the leader of the free
world to speak out against human
rights abuses anywhere in the world if
we will put deals ahead of ideals in
China?

Finally, what does it profit a country
if it gains the whole world and suffers
the loss of its soul? I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no.’’

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The Chair announces that
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE) has 7 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. NOR-
WOOD) has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) has 41⁄2 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK) has 4 minutes remaining.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take advan-
tage of this opportunity to commend
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle who are supportive of this effort
that we are initiating here with Main-
land China, one-fifth of the world’s
population. And I want to congratulate
them for the support they gave us just
2 weeks ago, when 309 Members on a bi-
partisan basis supported my Africa bill
and the Caribbean Basin bill, and we
made an outreach to underdeveloped
portions of the world in sub-Saharan
Africa. And it is because of our belief
that, based upon experience with the 48
countries there and the 700 million pop-
ulation, that kind of an outreach has a
positive effect and it does raise the
standards, the human rights issues are
addressed when we have this kind of
contact.

While we have more ways to go with
some of the other sub-Saharan African
countries, and we do with China, too,
this is a positive initiative working in
the right direction, and I think every-
one who supports it should be com-
mended.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
DEMINT).

(Mr. DEMINT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve the balance of my time.

f

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.
The call was taken by electronic de-

vice, and the following Members re-
sponded to their names:

[Roll No. 226]

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin

Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa

Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney

McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)

Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow

Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (FL)
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). On this rollcall, four hundred
nineteen Members have recorded their
presence by electronic device, a
quorum.

Under the rule, further proceedings
under the call are dispensed with.

AUTHORIZING EXTENSION OF NONDISCRIM-
INATORY TREATMENT (NORMAN TRADE RELA-
TIONS TREATMENT) TO PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF
CHINA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces that the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) will yield 2
minutes to the Majority Leader, and
then we will have closing statements
from each of the managers beginning
with the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
NORWOOD), who will have 41⁄2 minutes;
the gentleman from California (Mr.
STARK), who will have 4 minutes; the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL), who will have 41⁄2 minutes; and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
CRANE), who will have 4 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ARMEY), our distinguished major-
ity leader.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I support permanent
normal trade relations with China be-
cause I profoundly believe that it will
advance the cause of human rights for
the Chinese people. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve free and open trade is not only
the best way to make China a free and
open nation, but it may be the only
way.

A vote to open the China market and
the world experience to the Chinese
people is a vote to open markets. What
is a market, Mr. Speaker? Market is
simply an arena in which there is a
sharing of information about market
transactions, informations about de-
sires, wants, hopes and dreams, and
economic conditions.

But, Mr. Speaker, one cannot share
that information about economics
without also sharing information about
culture, politics, religion, and values.
Information, Mr. Speaker, is the life
blood of a market. It is also poison to
dictators, because dictators know that
it is the truth that will set one free.
They also know that, in a modern tech-
nology age, information is the basis by
which one acquires truth.

When we open the China market,
citizens from all over China will be car-
rying devices like this, a simple little
pocket PC. With that PC, they can con-
nect to the Internet every bit of infor-
mation about culture, religion, mar-
kets, economics, and freedom and dig-
nity available on this Earth. They can-
not be stopped.

It is said, Mr. Speaker, that the pen
is mightier than the sword. I would
argue that the PC is mightier than the
shackles of tyranny.

When the people of China are free to
transact in world markets, and when
they share this information about free-
dom, they will learn the lessons of lib-
erty, they will see liberty working out
in the lives of the other citizens in the
world, and they will demand it of their
nation, and they will change their gov-
ernment.

The Communist hard-liners know
this, Mr. Speaker, and that is why they
do mischief to our efforts today. That
is why they disrupt it, because they
fear the freedom that comes from com-
merce and is contagious throughout all
of human spirit.

I do not know, Mr. Speaker, what life
will be for the Chinese people 5 or 10 or
15 years from now when we vote for
freedom and commerce today. I cannot
guarantee my colleagues that their life
will be better. But I can tell my col-
leagues, Mr. Speaker, if we vote ‘‘no’’
today, if we deny them the chance, we
will condemn them to a continued life
of despair.

I for one choose to vote, instead, for
my fondest hope, for the hope of free-
dom, dignity, commerce, and pros-
perity, for the beautiful people of
China so that their children, like our
children, in this wide open world can
come home and say in that magical
voice, Mom, dad, I got the job.
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Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself the remaining time.
Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues vote

‘‘no’’ today, we have normal trading re-
lations with China.

Jobs, American jobs, bombs, Bibles,
in a nutshell, those are the three con-
cerns that we have been talking about
for the last 5 hours.

Every year, every year I have been
here, we are asked to approve normal
trade for China based on existing and
potential progress with these three
concerns in mind: jobs, bombs, and Bi-
bles. We are told every year that, if we
will just extend normal trade for one
more year, that jobs in this country
will not be adversely affected.

My district has lost manufacturing
jobs to cheap Chinese labor every year
I have been in Congress. There are oth-
ers of my colleagues who fit in that
category. This is not just cheap labor,
Mr. Speaker, this is also slave labor.

We are told, if we just will extend
normal trade for one more year, we
will not have to worry so much about
Red China dropping nuclear bombs on
us because they are going to be much
friendlier, our relationship is going to
be greatly improved.

Yet, every single year that I have
been in Congress, China has increased
its nuclear arsenal with technology
stolen from us and increased its
threats to use them against American
cities if we dare oppose their invasion
of our allies.

We are told that, if we extend normal
trade relations for just one more year,
the human rights in China will surely
get better, that Christians will not be
jailed for having Bibles, and Muslims
will not be jailed for having the Koran,
the Tibetans will not be jailed for sim-
ply following their traditional religion.

Yet, every year that I have been in
Congress, persecution of anyone in
China who believes in a higher author-
ity has gotten much worse. All of these
things, all of them are worse after 5
years of what we have described as nor-
mal trade relations with China.

So what is our response we are con-
sidering to these violations? To grant
them normal trade relations forever
with no qualifications.

Here is what we must decide today.
Do we allow China to profit from steal-
ing our nuclear weapons secrets? Does
China profit from violating our exist-
ing trade agreements and throwing
hard-working Americans out of their
manufacturing jobs? Does China profit
from threatening an invasion of our
friend and ally Taiwan? Does China
profit from threatening nuclear attack
on our cities?

Does China profit from forcing young
Chinese mothers to endure forced abor-
tions and sterilization and watch gov-
ernment doctors kill their child as it is
being born? Does China profit from
throwing Christians in jail for just hav-
ing a Bible or crushing the people of
Tibet when they wanted to worship as
they saw fit?

There are many who support PNTR
because they honestly believe that an

all-out global trade, with no restric-
tions and no oversight, has a chance of
simply overwhelming China’s corrupt
political and economic system. I dis-
agree, but I respect their position and
do not doubt at all their honest mo-
tives.

But there is a seamier side of the
China lobby that has successfully
spread false information to America’s
business leaders, and many of our col-
leagues and have basically taken ad-
vantage of those honest emotions.

We have a choice in this House today,
a big choice. Our collective voice, Mr.
Speaker, will be heard by billions of
people around the world. People yearn-
ing and struggling for freedom, hoping,
fighting and praying for democracy and
human rights and peace.

Our choice will determine whether
our citizens and those masses of hu-
manity locked in darkness continue to
believe in America as the great beacon
of human decency and divine provi-
dence, a Nation by whose light all man-
kind can see that liberty still shines
brighter than gold.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I was
tempted to recite Horatio at the Bridge
for my colleagues, but I thought I
might get more votes if I took this op-
portunity to recognize the distin-
guished minority whip to tell us why
American workers should suffer ill no
more.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I con-
gratulate the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. NORWOOD) on a magnificent state-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, it is almost sunrise in
Gwong Dong Province in China. Soon
1,000 workers at the Chin She factory
will be getting ready to go to work.
Most of them are young people, some
as young as 16 years of age. They work
14-hour shifts, 7 days a week. They are
housed in cramped dormitories that re-
semble prisons. Their average pay is 3
cents an hour. They make handbags for
export here to America.
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We are told we need this trade deal to
open up the vast markets for American
goods, but these Chinese workers can-
not even afford to buy the products
they make themselves. How are they
going to buy our cars, our cell phones,
our computers?

We can have free markets without
free people, but it does not often come
to a good end; Chile’s Pinochet, Indo-
nesia’s Suharto.

We should have learned the lessons of
NAFTA, jobs lost in food processing, in
consumer products, in high-tech;
100,000 good auto worker jobs lost for-
ever since NAFTA. And where are
those men and women today? Oh, they
are working. They are working in nurs-
ing homes, at gas stations, at conven-
ience stores, and making a fraction of
what they once earned. And the jobs
they used to have are now performed
by workers making pennies on the dol-

lar in Mexico’s economic free-fire zone
called the maquiladora.

But harsh as life can be in Mexico,
China is far worse. It is a police state.
And I say to the majority leader that
their information is censored, includ-
ing the Internet; a nation where injus-
tice is law and brutality is order.

Alexis de Tocqueville once wrote that
if people are to become or remain civ-
ilized, ‘‘the act of associating together
must grow and improve in the same
ratio in which equality of condition is
increased.’’

That is what enabled America to be-
come the most prosperous Nation in
the world. It was not the forces of
world commerce that enabled coal min-
ers and steelworkers and auto workers
and textile workers to take their place
among America’s middle class. No, it
was leaders like Walter Reuther, and it
was other Americans exercising their
rights to form unions, to create polit-
ical parties, to build women’s organiza-
tions, to organize churches, civic orga-
nizations and groups. That is what the
progressive movement at the turn of
the century was all about.

Mr. Speaker, democracy is something
that grows from the ground up. Theo-
dore Roosevelt understood that a long
time ago before any of us. It was not
the global trade that created our na-
tional parks or the laws that protect
our air and our water; it was the envi-
ronmental movement. It was not free
trade that won women the right to vote
or beat Jim Crow; it was the commit-
ment and the sacrifice of the suffrag-
ettes and civil rights leaders. It was
the Elizabeth Cady Stantons and the A.
Philip Randolphs, the Martin Luther
Kings, and, yes, our own colleague, the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LEWIS).

The advocates of this trade deal tell
us that prosperity is a precondition for
democracy, and with all due respect,
they are wrong. They have to grow to-
gether. While trade may make a hand-
ful of investors wealthy, it is democ-
racy, democracy, that makes nations
prosperous. Americans value trade, but
we are not willing to trade in our val-
ues. We understand this approach to
trade is really the past masquerading
as the future. It is turning back the
clock on 100 years of progress.

Some oppose this trade deal because
of its impact on the environment, still
others out of concern for our national
security, and still others out of a deep
commitment to religious liberty and
human rights. But while we sometimes
speak with different voices, we each
share that same vision, and it is de
Tocqueville’s vision of a civilized soci-
ety, and it is a vision of a new kind of
a global economy, an economy where
people matter as much as profits.

Let me close, Mr. Speaker, by sug-
gesting to my colleagues that it is al-
most sunrise in Gwong Dong Province,
and soon the workers at the Chin She
Handbag factory will begin another
day. Today, we can send them a mes-
sage of hope, a message that the global
economy we want is not one where
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working families in China and Mexico
and America compete in a hopeless
race to the bottom.

We have a better vision than that. It
is a vision of the global economy where
all have a seat at the table. It is a vi-
sion of a new global economy where
none of us are on the outside looking
in. At the beginning of the last cen-
tury, the progressive movement began
a struggle that made the promise of de-
mocracy and prosperity real for mil-
lions of Americans. Now, from this
House of Representatives, we carry
that struggle for human dignity into a
new century. For families here in
America and throughout the world, we
have just begun.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman is recognized
for 41⁄2 minutes.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, this has
been, I think, one of my better days in
this House; to be able to listen to the
eloquent exchanges on such an impor-
tant issue to our country and, indeed,
the world; to be able to disagree and
not be disagreeable; and for people
from within and without to know that
this will still be the House of Rep-
resentatives and the true representa-
tives of the people no matter how the
vote turns out.

Let me say this. Some 50 years ago,
November 30, 1950, to be exact, I found
myself a member of the Second Infan-
try Division, having fought from
Pusan, entering in July, straight
through up to North Korea sitting on
the Yalu River. I was 20 years old at
the time, waiting to go home, because
we thought the war was over. We had
beaten back the North Koreans. While
we were there and General McArthur
was having his fight with President
Truman, hoards of Chinese, not the
lovely Chinese that the distinguished
majority leader was talking about, but
hoards of Communist Chinese de-
stroyed the entire Eighth Army, and
we suffered 90 percent casualties. I do
not take Communists lightly.

But that was 50 years ago, and now
the guy that was shot and was a high
school dropout became a Member of
this distinguished body, and now this
United States is the most powerful
country in the world, militarily and
economically. And how did we get this
way? It is because we do things better.
We are better educated, we are better
at producing. But in order for us to
continue to prosper, we have to have
economic growth. We have to find new
marketplaces.

Yet, all of a sudden, to my shock and
surprise, with the exception of Cuba,
communism is not the barrier. It is ex-
change, engagement, and find those
marketplaces. How can we afford to ig-
nore over a billion people, knowing
that if we ignore them that the Asians
and the Europeans will not?

We come to the well here with an
agreement where we are breaking down
the barriers in China. Not in the
United States. They have been down.
This gives us an opportunity to go into
those markets. And I have been
throughout the United States. No one
challenges me that farmers are begging
to get into those markets. Silicon Val-
ley in California, Silicon Alley in New
York, farmers, pharmacists, manufac-
turers, the banking industry, the insur-
ance industry are all asking us to allow
them to get there and show how good
Americans can really be.

We say we would like to do that, but
we have deep-seated concerns about the
way China treats its people. Well, we
do not want to eliminate those con-
cerns. That is why we have locked into
place, with the help of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER), a commission and over-
sight that if this fails, we will not
have.

I ask those people that have this
compassion and concern for their new-
found Communist friends in China,
what if these Chinese do everything
that we hate for them to do, what do
we do when it comes up next year if it
is not permanent? Do my colleagues
not understand that we would be the
bad guys for putting in place an im-
pediment to their getting into the
World Trade Organization, but they
will get in anyway? We will have no
way, except barking at the Moon, to
complain about the behavior that we
dislike.

But I tell my colleagues this. We can-
not forget as Americans that we have
blemishes on this human rights issue.
We have descendants of slaves that sit
in this body. We have people here as
Members of Congress that 50 years ago
could not eat in certain restaurants.
We have people living in the United
States without educations, without
hope, without running water.

Mr. Speaker, I have not leaned on
one Member in asking them to vote for
this bill. I would not think that I am
more of an American than they are,
but I want to share with my colleagues
that when people in certain districts go
to sleep dreaming about human rights,
they are not thinking about Shanghai;
they are thinking about an oppor-
tunity in this great country.

We are blessed. Let us break down
these barriers. Let us be able to go
there to China. Let us maintain an an-
nual report, yes; but daily we will mon-
itor the conduct and let us give Amer-
ica an opportunity to be all that she
can be. We will show them.

Cutting off communication did not
work with that Communist, Castro. He
has outlived close to 10 Presidents. Do
not let it happen in China.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), our distin-
guished Speaker of the House.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, here we
are, finally, on the floor of this great

House closing the debate on permanent
normal trade relations with China.

Before we move into the finality of
this, I want to thank those who helped
make this legislation possible. I have
to thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI), the gentleman
from California (Mr. DREIER), the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the
gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. BEREU-
TER), and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL). And I must say to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), we have been talking a lot
lately. They will be talking about us.

I also want to thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CRANE), and
my partners, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY). I thank them
all for their diligence in making this
happen.

But while there is one bill being de-
bated here today, there are actually
two debates going on; two questions
that have to be answered. One, is
granting this status to China in the
best interest of the United States and
the American people? And, two, is
granting this status good for the people
of China?

b 1645

I believe the answer to both is ‘‘yes.’’
Among other things, this debate is

about American economic security.
American negotiators have reached a
tough, but fair, agreement for China’s
entry into the World Trade Organiza-
tion. It is in fact a one-sided agree-
ment. China gets nothing from us they
do not already have, and we get lower
tariffs and easier access for our exports
going to China. And who makes those
exports? American workers do.

Regardless of whether we grant nor-
mal trade status to China, the Chinese
market is opening. Someone is going to
have the opportunity to sell to this
vast new market. The question is who
will be there when the door opens? Will
it be the United States, or will it be
Europe and Japan?

There will be new and larger markets
for farm commodities and manufac-
tured goods in China. Who will produce
those products? American farmers and
American workers or European farmers
and European workers?

This vote today is about whether
American firms set the ground rules
and standards for business in China.

The potential for American economic
growth is huge. If we pass this legisla-
tion, U.S. agricultural exports to China
would increase by $2 billion every year.
That means American farmers will be
selling more corn and more wheat and
more citrus and more soybeans.

Last year, the wireless telephone
market in China was $20 billion. By
2003, that market will be up to $45 bil-
lion. Our high-tech firms would thrive
in the Chinese marketplace.

It is clear that passing this legisla-
tion is in the best interest of American
economic security. That is why Alan
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Greenspan supports it, and that is one
reason why we should vote ‘‘yes.’’

But there is another reason. Gradual
democratic reform is taking root in the
hearts and the minds of the Chinese
people. But for it to continue, we must
clear the way for more Americans to
work with the Chinese.

More trade will expose the Chinese
people to powerful new ideas. Thanks
to the American business presence in
China, thousands of Chinese employees
already have access to foreign news-
papers and the Internet and to world-
wide e-mail.

Today this House is doing a good
thing. We are showing the people and
the leaders of China what real democ-
racy looks like.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
BONIOR) and I share a common goal, to
help American workers and to encour-
age American reforms and human
rights in China. But we differ on how
to achieve that goal.

I believe my approach is better, and
that is why I urge Members to support
this bill. But I am proud that I live in
a country where the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr BONIOR) can be here on
this floor today passionately putting
forth his point of view, because that is
what true democracy is all about. And,
ladies and gentlemen, that is what this
great House of Representatives is all
about.

In addition to the privilege of serving
as the Speaker of this House, I am hon-
ored to be the representative of the
people of the 14th District of Illinois.
Like every State in this great Nation,
Illinois has a lot to offer the people of
China.

So, in closing, I say to the people of
China that we want to send you our
corn and our farm machinery and our
telecommunications equipment. But as
we do, we are going to send along
something more, free of charge. We are
going to send you a glimpse of freedom
and the ideals of Illinois’ favorite son,
Abraham Lincoln, the Great Emanci-
pator. Because we want for you the
prosperity and the blessings of the lib-
erty that we enjoy.

This is a historic vote and a proud
day for this body. I believe the vote we
are casting today will help ensure our
continued prosperity. Vote for the fu-
ture. Vote ‘‘aye.’’

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, it is with some
reluctance that I support Permanent Normal
Trade Relations for China. I believe in free
trade and I believe this agreement will bring
economic growth to the United States and
China, but I am highly concerned about the
skewed priorities of U.S. trade negotiations
and the framework of the World Trade Organi-
zation.

I voted against the NAFTA because I
thought we could make Mexico negotiate a
better deal with more safeguards for the envi-
ronment and worker rights.

I voted against the GATT, which created the
World Trade Organization, because I dis-
approved of establishing a world trading sys-
tem that ceded our sovereignty in a number of
areas, and particularly our ability to uphold
laws for public health and the environment.

I would have voted against Fast Track, if it
had come to the floor, because of my concern
that U.S. trade negotiators were not permitted
to put worker protection issues as well as en-
vironment matters on the agenda.

But according to the WTO rules that Con-
gress ratified, and I voted against, China will
be able to become part of the WTO regardless
of our vote today. All we can decide here is
whether the U.S. will benefit from the terms of
China’s accession.

Although the symbolic message of rejecting
PNTR would be potent, the substantive impact
could be harmful for our economic and na-
tional security interests. On the economic side,
there are some who believe that we can get
every benefit by virtue of the bilateral agree-
ment signed in 1979. I think that interpretation
is incorrect. To press that issue, we could end
up in a destructive trade war and at the same
time lose major economic opportunities to
America’s global competitors.

In the national security arena, I fear that in
rejecting PNTR we would treat China as an
adversary and that it would in reaction to our
vote certainly become one. Rejecting PNTR
would embolden the hardline militarists and
make China even less cooperative in arms
control and regional affairs. On the other
hand, supporting the entry of both China and
Taiwan into the WTO is an unprecedented op-
portunity to work with both countries on equal
footing within a major multilateral organization.

Furthermore, I think our current mechanism
of annual review is not working and as a
threat is not credible. I have voted against ex-
tending Normal Trade Relations status to
China every year to protest their denial of
human rights to their own citizens, but the
possibility of cutting off trade relations has be-
come an empty threat. That is why I strongly
support my colleague SANDY LEVIN’s proposal
to establish a Congressional-Executive Com-
mission to provide a continuous examination
of human rights in China. It will create a
strong network for Congress to communicate
with NGO activists in China and maintain a
constant focus on local Chinese elections,
grass-roots environmental activities, and the
situation in Tibet.

I hope that passing PNTR will also bring
greater transparency to China, and promote
the rule of law. The influx of American interest,
telecommunications, and media companies
will democratize the flow of information be-
yond government control and give us new
tools to scrutinize China’s record on human
rights and religious freedom.

Although I’m supporting this bill, I continue
to have serious concerns. For one thing, I am
very troubled that Chinese tariffs on cigarettes
will fall from 65% to 25% over the next four
years. Lung cancer and other smoking-related
diseases are already the most common cause
of death in China, accounting for more than
700,000 deaths annually. This tariff reduction
could open the door for tobacco companies to
launch their aggressive marketing tactics
against a highly vulnerable population where
less than 4% know the dangers of smoking.
Smoking patterns could eventually cause more
than 3 millions deaths a year in China, and
smoking rates could sky-rocket among women
and children. We have a responsibility to
make sure we don’t spread the tobacco public
health crisis to China.

I also believe that the existing need for
WTO reform will become even more apparent

once China is a WTO member. I think there is
a good change that China will try to get out of
living up to its obligations under this accord
and that even WTO judgments against China
will be difficult to enforce. I also suspect that
China may make efforts to use the WTO rules
to challenge our own laws as trade barriers,
When that happens, and maybe before, we in
this country will have to face the dangers that
the WTO represents and why it must be re-
formed.

The WTO’s dispute settlement mechanism
must be open to input by non-governmental
entities that have an interest in the delibera-
tion. The evaluating panels cannot be shroud-
ed in secrecy if dispute settlement is going to
evolve as a credible and effective tool to en-
force transparency and compliance.

The U.S. should be leading the change to
make trade rules include standards for human
rights, labor rights, and the environment. We
must work for a world economy that lives up
to our standards instead of sinking to lower
ones. Perhaps most importantly, we must
make U.S. companies the ambassadors of
these values when they operate abroad. I
hope the advantages and consequences that
unfold from PNTR will hasten our attention to
moving forward on this agenda.

My support for PNTR was not an easy deci-
sion. The debate has convinced me that we
must redouble our efforts to press for domes-
tic change in China, a change in U.S. trade
priorities and more progressive would trading
norms. But it has also brought me to the real-
ization that isolating China would not cause
new problems without without solving old ones
and bring about great dangers that we must
work to prevent.

Today’s vote could determine the course of
U.S.-China relations for the next century. On
voting for PNTR, I hope we will help make our
most dynamic industries lead the way as they
expand into China and the rest of the world.
I also hope that it will allow us to working to
bring down national barriers and promote the
well-being lf all our peoples.

Mr. GALLEGLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 4444 which would extend to the
People’s Republic of China permanent normal
trade relations. More importantly, however,
passage of this bill serves to ratify the bi-lat-
eral trade agreement reached between the
U.S. and China last fall as a condition for Chi-
na’s accession into the World Trade Organiza-
tion. This will be the only vote Congress has
on this momentous agreement.

On the one hand, China is a potential boom
market for our industries, particularly agri-
culture which is critically important to my dis-
trict. Bringing China into the WTO has the po-
tential of making the Port of Hueneme, in my
district, an even more important portal for Pa-
cific Rim trade. With 20 percent of the world’s
population, China is an appealing market. It
behooves us to work diligently and intelligently
to open that market to U.S. sellers.

The other hand carries many pitfalls. Chi-
na’s track record in meeting its obligations
under international agreements is not good.
China is the only remaining Communist super-
power. China has stolen our nuclear secrets
and threatens stability in Asia with her bellig-
erence towards Taiwan and others. We ignore
that reality at our own peril.

Last year, I voted against a one-year exten-
sion of China’s Most Favored Nation status
based on two criteria: The United States main-
tains a multibillion-dollar trade deficit with
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China and has for years, and China has re-
peatedly demonstrated an aggressive military
stance that includes stealing our most impor-
tant nuclear secrets. At the beginning of this
debate, I was not automatically against Chi-
na’s entry into the World Trade Organization,
but I did have some very serious concerns.
WTO membership carries more protection for
the United States than does Most Favored Na-
tion status. MFN has been a one-way street.
It was a unilateral decision on our part to allow
China access to our markets with no recip-
rocal opening on China’s behalf. WTO is more
of a two-way street. China must meet and
maintain certain open-door criteria to remain in
the WTO.

Our trade with China historically has been a
one-way street. In 1990, our trade deficit with
China stood at $10.4 billion. By 1998, that def-
icit had climbed to $56.9 billion. It is estimated
our trade deficit with China in 1999 will be
$66.4 billion. China’s entry into WTO and the
ratification of the U.S.-China trade agreement
can ease that deficit, but only if the agreement
has teeth. I believe the WTO process has
those teeth.

In 1992, China and the U.S. signed a bilat-
eral memorandum of understanding on trade
access. China has violated it many times. In
1992, we also struck a deal with China to pro-
tect intellectual property, including copyrights
on U.S. products. Today, U.S. copyrights for
motion pictures and software in China are still
being stolen by Chinese companies, a situa-
tion that results in the loss of billions of dollars
and many thousands of American jobs. Chi-
nese noncompliance has forced us to threaten
trade sanctions several times.

On the national security front, China was
continuing a systematic raid on the designs of
our most sophisticated thermonuclear weap-
ons at the same time that it was modernizing
and pretending to normalize relations with the
U.S. Among the stolen designs was informa-
tion on the neutron bomb, which to date no
nation has opted to deploy and hopefully no
one will. Even though China has been caught
red-handed, it continues to deny its espio-
nage. Meanwhile, it continues to showcase its
belligerency by transferring sensitive missile
technology to North Korea and by repeatedly
threatening to attack Taiwan.

The U.S.-China agreement can have posi-
tive consequences for the U.S., China and, in-
deed, the entire world. The agreement will
force China to open its markets to U.S. goods
and services, which will result in a lowering of
the trade deficit. It could wean China from its
passion for subsidies and government inter-
ference in its industries. It could educate the
Chinese on the rule of law, as opposed to its
current system of rule by the whim of its lead-
ers. It could also hasten the spread of democ-
racy within her borders. Each time a country
has opened its economic markets, an open
market of ideas has followed.

But we must step carefully. We must not let
our desire to access China’s markets to blind
us to China’s distaste for democracy, her
threat to our national security and her history
of violating international laws and agreements.
For the WTO agreement to work, it must level
the playing field for U.S. exporters and be fully
enforceable. Anything less will not open Chi-
na’s markets or advance the historical trend
toward truly free trade and the rule of law.

Since the U.S. signed a bilateral trade
agreement with China last year, I have said

repeatedly that my vote for or against perma-
nent trade relations with China would rely on
specific factors: It must protect American jobs,
ensure Chinese markets are open to American
goods and services, protect America’s stra-
tegic interests and—be enforceable.

I have made it clear that without those pro-
visions, I would vote against Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations. Some of those protec-
tions were not in the bill until last night.

Those protections are in the bill only be-
cause I and other Members of Congress with-
held our support until every ‘i’ was dotted. By
working behind the scenes, we were able to
force concessions that make this agreement a
better deal for American businesses, American
workers and for those who support greater
human rights for the Chinese people. Last
night, a bipartisan provision was incorporated
into the bill that makes it easier for us to mon-
itor China’s trade compliance, and act if need
be. That provision builds on provisions in the
World Trade Organization agreement that al-
lows us to continue to treat China as a com-
munist economy. That’s important because
our safeguards and anti-dumping counter-
measures are more stringent for communist
economies than it is for capitalist countries.

In addition, the revised bill continues Con-
gress’ all-important right to debate and vote on
China’s human rights practices and inter-
national behavior each year.

The European Union signed its WTO agree-
ment with China on Friday, followed by an
agreement with Australia on Monday. Both
were negotiated with China’s history of duplic-
ity in mind. In particular, the EU agreement
improves the deal signed by the U.S. by mak-
ing China significantly more open to foreign in-
vestment and trade. Under WTO rules, those
provisions are open to the U.S. as well.

We have given China Permanent Normal
Trade Relations. But this is not the end, only
the beginning. China has, at best, a mixed
record of living up to international agreements,
and I still have concerns about China’s adher-
ence to this one. But I am satisfied we have
the mechanisms in place to force compliance,
or take remedial action, if necessary. Amer-
ican businesses will not have a level playing
field unless we continually insist on it, but now
we have the tools to do that.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, from the begin-
ning of this debate I have expressed my belief
that any trade deal with China involves two
questions. The first, which we are debating
today, is whether the Chinese have negotiated
an agreement that is fair for American workers
and businesses. However, before we can ad-
dress this question we must be able to answer
the second question, whether the agreement
that has been negotiated includes the nec-
essary enforcement mechanisms to ensure
compliance by China and fair treatment for
American companies and workers. We have
not yet answered this question, and con-
sequently I cannot support this or any deal
with China lacking the enforcement mecha-
nisms necessary to guarantee fair trade.

Today’s robust debate has highlighted the
concerns of many of my colleagues, thou-
sands of interest groups and millions of citi-
zens. All the subjects being debated today—
national security, human rights, religious free-
dom, democracy, labor at home and abroad,
the environment and the development of our
and the world’s economy—are of considerable
importance.

China is the most populous nation in the
world. As such, its potential as a market for
American goods and services is second to
none. The concept of increased trade with
China based on a good, enforceable agree-
ment is sound and deserving of support.
Trade is and will be extremely important to
both American companies and workers. As a
blueprint, the agreement negotiated by the
Clinton Administration with China is good for
America in many respects.

When it comes down to it, any agreement,
like any contract, is only as good as its en-
forcement provisions. What we have from
China, so far, is its promise, if you will, to
allow U.S. and foreign firms to compete fairly
and openly in the Chinese market. But nego-
tiations must still be held to reach agreement
on how those promises China has made are
going to be enforced. It has been more than
two years since the World Trade Organization
(WTO) working party and Chinese negotiators
first met to conduct serious negotiations on
the enforcement provisions to be included in
the protocol.

Mr. Speaker, members should know in de-
tail what the WTO will do to ensure full and
fair implementation of China’s commitments
contained in the accession agreement before,
not after, we vote on an issue as important as
the issue on the floor today. Why is the pro-
tocol and working party report so important,
some may ask. The simple answer is that the
protocol and working party report identify what
the WTO will do to make sure that China fully
implements the commitments it has made in
the agreements that have been reached with
the United States and other WTO partners.
Until the Congress sees not only the commit-
ments China has made but also the WTO’s
enforcement commitments, there is, in reality,
no agreement for Congress to consider and
determine worthy of granting PNTR to China.

Once China enters the WTO, American
firms and American workers must turn to the
WTO for enforcement of their rights, and en-
forcement at the WTO is an area of consider-
able disappointment and concern. The WTO’s
‘‘binding dispute resolution’’ system has prov-
en to be a system rife with bias, incom-
petency, as well as totally unfamiliar with basic
principles of due process and openness.

There are no judges, only ad hoc panelists,
most of whom are not experienced or qualified
in applying proper standards of review. These
panelists are assisted, if not controlled, by
WTO bureaucrats who have inherent biases
based on their programmatic interests in the
subjects under review. Proceedings are kept
secret from the public and from the parties in
interest.There is no ability to engage in mean-
ingful fact-finding. Panel decisions have also
created obligations for WTO members that
they did not agree to in the process of nego-
tiations. And even if a panel decides in your
favor, as in the case brought by the United
States against the European Union (EU) on
beef hormones and bananas, there is no as-
surance at all that anything will change. Years
have gone by since the U.S. ‘‘won’’ these
cases, and U.S. firms still have no greater ac-
cess to the EU market.

Mr. Chairman, PNTR is an extremely valu-
able trade benefit with China does not have
but earnestly wants. It constitutes the only real
leverage the U.S. has to bring about the kind
of economic and trade reforms within China
that will open that market to the products and
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services American firms and American work-
ers produce. Before we grant PNTR to China,
we must make sure that China not only makes
sufficient market opening commitments, but
also that those commitments are enforceable.

I am not pleased to vote no today. It is un-
questionably in our national interest to have a
cooperative relationship with China, and I am
well aware that rejecting this trade package
could further strain U.S.-Chinese relations and
diminish our influence in China with regard to
democracy, human rights, labor, environ-
mental protection and Taiwan.

But ultimately, my vote is about fairness and
timing. Without enforcement mechanisms
there can be no assurance of fairness for
American business, American industry, and
American jobs. By voting on a trade deal of
such great importance before all the deals
have been cut, especially on the enforcement
mechanisms which will decide if this agree-
ment is worth the paper it is written on, we
needlessly jeopardize American jobs and busi-
ness prospects in China. I guarantee you rules
that can’t be enforced will be broken. This
vote should be postponed until accession
agreements are concluded. Only then can we
fully and responsibility assess the commit-
ments China makes and determine whether
the agreement ensures that China’s commit-
ment will be fully implemented and effectively
enforced.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 4444, extending Permanent
Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) status to
China. In my career, I cannot recall a vote on
which a final decision was more difficult to
reach. Until today, I have been genuinely and
sincerely undecided. In these past weeks and
months, I have been listening intently to the
forceful arguments for and against the legisla-
tion, especially those made by my constitu-
ents—who are as divided on this issue as I
have been. I have great respect for the beliefs
of those on both sides of this debate and for
the passion of their convictions. In the final
analysis, I believe that ‘‘aye’’ is the correct
vote for a variety of reasons, including ad-
vancing the causes of human rights and de-
mocratization, for our national security, and for
our economic self-interest.

Improving respect for human rights and fos-
tering democracy clearly must be top policy
priorities in our relationship with China. No
one here today condones the political and reli-
gious repression in that nation. The disagree-
ment is over which U.S. policy is more likely
to contribute to an improvement in conditions
in China. I stress the word ‘‘contribute,’’ be-
cause we need to be cognizant that nothing
we do will dramatically change China in the
short term.

Both sides of this debate have prominent
human rights activists and former political pris-
oners supporting their position. We are pre-
sented with no easy formula that instructs us
whether China plus or minus PNTR results in
improved human rights. I have come to the
conclusion that the increased outside contact,
prosperity, and economic liberalization that
comes with a strong U.S.-Sino trade relation-
ship within the World Trade Organization
(WTO) will be a greater force for change than
the annual consideration and routine extension
of NTR has offered. I am also comforted by
the recent expressions of support for China’s

entry into the WTO by the Dalai Lama—per-
haps the most prominent symbol of the re-
pressive nature of the Chinese regime.

We have heard much debate about the job
losses which could result from passage of
PNTR. While I am extremely sensitive to la-
bor’s concerns, on balance I believe that the
economic interests of business and labor are
enhanced by this normalization of trade with
China. The U.S.-China Bilateral WTO Agree-
ment provides for broad tariff reductions by
China, for enhanced market access for Amer-
ican goods, and contains import surge protec-
tions for the U.S. The agreement requires no
reduction in U.S. tariffs or any enhanced mar-
ket access for Chinese products. As we have
never revoked Most Favored Nation/Normal
Trade Relations through the annual review
process, China currently has defactor PNTR. I
fail to see how reduced Chinese tariffs and
other concessions in return for ending the for-
mality of the annual review leads to increased
job loss.

I believe that passing PNTR will not create
any significant job loss that was not already
occurring in certain sectors of the economy.
While various estimates of the employment ef-
fects of PNTR have been proffered, they must
be viewed in the context of an economy that
is dynamic and in constant flux. The shape of
the American economy is changing and will
change whether or not we pass PNTR. In fact,
I believe that Chinese WTO accession and
passage of PNTR will be a net creator of good
jobs in California and in my congressional dis-
trict.

It is my fervent hope that over the long
term, China’s accession to the WTO will im-
prove the human rights situation and encour-
age democratization in China. The inclusion in
H.R. 4444 of a strong legislative package au-
thored by Representatives SANDER LEVIN (D–
MI) and DOUG BEREUTER (R–NE) has ad-
dressed my doubts about the effects of this bill
on human rights in China, as well as the
American jobs. The human rights monitoring
commission created by the legislation is a
good idea in its own right. I believe the merit
of close scrutiny of China’s human rights situ-
ation speaks for itself and I would support the
proposal independent of this PNTR bill.

The import surge protections negotiated by
the Clinton Administration and codified in this
bill go a long way to addressing my concern
about job losses resulting from this bill. This
mechanism allows the President to utilize tariff
increases, import restrictions, or other relief for
domestic industries whose markets are dis-
rupted by a surge in Chinese made goods.
These powerful tools come in additional to the
trade remedies already available under U.S.
law and under the WTO.

Ultimately, passing PNTR is in our eco-
nomic self interest. China will join the WTO
whether or not we pass this legislation today.
The rest of the world will enjoy significant tariff
reduction on their exports to China regardless
of the outcome of this vote. We are voting on
our nation’s ability to sell the products made
by our workers and our companies on a com-
petitive basis. We must continue to vigilantly
monitor our relationship with China. We must
continue to pursue improvements in respect
for human rights in all appropriate venues, in-
cluding the United Nations Commission on
Human Rights. We will have to maintain our

steadfast support for Taiwan. We will have to
closely monitor Chinese compliance with its
obligations under the WTO and make full use
of that organization’s mechanisms to enforce
those obligations. With the knowledge in mind,
Mr. Speaker, I am left with the belief that pas-
sage of this legislation is in the interests of
both the American and the Chinese people.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, today we are plot-
ting a bold course that is in keeping with our
history, our potential, and our ultimate goal of
liberating the Chinese people.

In the international arena, America doesn’t
shrink from a challenge. We seize opportunity.
We are fighters, visionaries, and pioneers. It’s
in our nature as Americans, to look past a
challenge to victory.

Standing as we do, at the head of the world,
in a position of unprecedented strength and
prosperity, why would we now choose the
timid path? We should not, and we will not.
That’s why we will pass Permanent Normal
Trade Relations status with the People’s Re-
public of China.

While PNTR will help our American econ-
omy, this is only one step toward our larger
goal; ending communist rule in China by ex-
posing the Chinese people to American val-
ues. Freedom is a contagious virtue.

Defeating a foe is a poor substitute for liber-
ating a country from the weight of a repressive
ideology. We should today ensure the triumph
of liberty by planting the seeds of freedom in
China. We should not accept a retrenchment
driven by fear and insecurity.

There are serious issues we must address.
Confronting these issues requires real Amer-
ican leadership and courage,

We should not for a moment imagine that
PNTR will solve or even the address the many
troubling questions concerning the future of
the communist government in Beijing. Without
a doubt, expanded trade must be matched
with a revitalization of America’s military and a
strengthening of our friendships with our allies
in Asia. Simply expanding trade without sup-
plying these critical elements will not create a
free China.

But we shouldn’t let the strong steps we
must take to resist aggression prevent us from
communicating with the Chinese people.

The cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy has
always been to make the case for freedom
and democracy. We have never been afraid to
place our values and our form of government
up against any competitor. Give us half a
chance, and we will win.

Expanding trade with China is just this sort
of opportunity. Fundamental change in China
will not happen simply through State Depart-
ment dictates. It will only happen after we in-
spire the Chinese people to demand freedom.

We want to appeal to the Chinese people.
To do that we have to be there, on the
ground, spreading our values and the sure
knowledge that there is a far better, nobler
form of government than communism. Igno-
rance is the ally of repressive governments.

Expanded trade, because it spreads Amer-
ican values, is an essential tool in changing a
closed society. And in the battle for China’s fu-
ture, one Chinese entrepreneur is worth a mil-
lion government bureaucrats.
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Over the last century, communist countries

have run from this competition. They hid their
people behind walls and fortified borders, be-
cause they knew that if their citizens were ex-
posed to our values, then the battle would be
lost. As a great power built on a foundation of
timeless virtues, we fear no competing political
systems because we trust the strength of our
ideas.

We should ask ourselves: Why do so many
of the hardliners, the old communist guard in
China, resist opening their country to in-
creased trade and interaction with America?

It’s because they understand the power of
democratic values. We need to support Chi-
nese reformers by giving them more, not less,
access to American ideals. This will raise the
call for human rights and lead China to the
rule of law.

We can’t for a single minute ignore abuses
by the Chinese government. Beijing’s record
on human rights, religious persecution, coer-
cive abortion, and arms shipments to hostile
states is shameful. The Chinese government
does wicked things to its people.

The way to stop these evil deeds is to end
communist rule and that means transforming
China into a free-market democracy. This is
much more likely to happen if American ideals
eat away at the infrastructure of tyranny from
the inside out.

We must also reject any notion that our sup-
port of expanded trade in China signals in any
small way a slackening of our solemn commit-
ment to defend Taiwan from aggression. We
are sworn to defend Taiwan and we say again
today that the United States will not allow any
resolution of Taiwan’s status that involves
force or threats. We will not stand for it. Fur-
ther, we must insist that Taiwan be admitted
to the WTO as well.

Granting PNTR to China is a critical compo-
nent of a strategy driven by our one, clear ob-
jective: destroying communism. So, I urge my
fellow Members, to support PNTR and commit
the United States to this contest between free-
dom and repression.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, extending perma-
nent normal trade relations to China and sup-
porting its accession to the World Trade Orga-
nization greatly benefits the United States. By
encouraging participation in international orga-
nizations that facilitate the rule of law, I be-
lieve that this agreement is also in the best in-
terest of the Chinese people.

By approving PNTR, we will be enabling the
United States to take advantage of the across-
the-board reductions in tariff barriers that we
negotiated as terms for our approval of Chi-
na’s accession to the World Trade Organiza-
tion. Agricultural tariffs will be substantially re-
duced on several priority products, including a
66 percent cut on the tariff for apples, that will
obviously have a large impact on my State of
Washington and other apple producing areas
of our country. China also agreed to lift its
longstanding ban on the import of wheat and
to increase the quota by more than 400 per-
cent. China agreed to participate in the Infor-
mation Technology Agreement and to elimi-
nate tariffs on products such as software,
computers, and semiconductors. Also China
agreed to slash tariffs on industrial goods by
an average of 62 percent, enabling America’s
manufacturers to compete much more evenly
in the Chinese marketplace. The WTO acces-
sion agreement also contains provisions that
will help other industries in which the U.S. is

a world leader—telecommunications, insur-
ance and banking just to name a few.

The approval last week of a market access
agreement between China and the European
Union further adds to the benefits we will
enjoy with China’s accession to the WTO, as
the best terms of each agreement negotiated
by the Chinese must be extended to all mem-
bers of the WTO. More agricultural tariffs will
be cut, including those on wheat gluten and
Washington wines. Several more tariffs on in-
dustrial goods will also be reduced, liberaliza-
tion of the telecommunications industry will be
accelerated, and United States law firms will
be authorized to offer legal services in China.

In return, we do not have to change any-
thing—not one tariff, nor one regulation cur-
rently enforced by the United States. All we
must do, according to WTO rules, is to extend
permanent normal trade relations to China.
Those of my colleagues that argue that our
record trade deficit with China is a reason to
oppose this bill must consider this point. There
is nothing about this bill that will lead to an in-
crease in the amount of goods we import from
China; rather, this is all about slashing Chi-
nese tariffs against United States goods which
will lead to a substantial increase in United
States exports to China. If you are truly con-
cerned about addressing the United States
trade deficit, you should vote for this bill.

Some are opposing this bill, claiming that
China has rarely adhered to prior trade agree-
ments in the past. In my judgment, opponents
claiming this point should be eager to support
this agreement. By entering the WTO, China
will finally be participating in an organization
whose sole purpose to enforce trade agree-
ments. A few years ago, we had to beg, ca-
jole, and plead with China in order to per-
suade them to provide any enforcement of the
intellectual property agreement established be-
tween our two countries. With accession to the
WTO, we will have an impartial adjudicator to
hear the case and determine what redress is
warranted. No longer will we have to rely on
the honesty and effectivness of the Chinese
Government to ensure that they abide by
trade agreements.

My good friends in the labor community
have expressed grave concerns over the ef-
fects this bill will have on American and Chi-
nese workers. I deeply repect their concerns,
but I believe that they are best addressed by
voting for this bill.

Currently, United States manufacturers and
service providers struggle to enter the Chinese
market becaue of high tariffs and often insur-
mountable red tape. By agreeing to cut their
tariffs and reduce burdensome rules, China
will be creating an incredible opportunity for
American-made goods to finally penetrate their
market. I firmly believe that this will be a real
job creator in the United States, and ultimately
of great benefit to U.S. workers. For this rea-
son, the 27,000 member International Associa-
tion of Machinists and Aerospace Workers
Local 751 western Washington endorsed this
legislaiton.

I cannot claim that the benefit to the Chi-
nese worker will be as quick or as quantifiable
as are the gains to American workers, but I do
believe that accession to the WTO is in the
best, long-term interest of the Chinese worker.
This agreement will contribute to what we are
already seeing in many parts of China—the
growth of economic freedom and a vibrant
middle class.

I also respect the convictions of those who
consistently oppose any engagement with
China because of China’s disappointing record
on human rights and religious freedoms. How-
ever, I side with many who, like the Dalai
Lama and dissidents Bao tong and Dai Qing,
recognize that engaging the Chinese and
bringing them into international organizations
that support the rule of law will be more effec-
tive in promoting freedom in China than will
isolating China from the world community.

In my justment, the most important reason
to support this bill and Chinese accession into
the WTO is for our own national security. By
voting against this bill, we would be encour-
aging the isolation of China from the inter-
national community and hostility toward the
United States. History shows that isolating a
nation in this fashion often leads to mistrust,
military buildup, and conflict. A belligerent
China, possessing nuclear weapons and the
largest land army in the world would be a
grave prospect.

Conversely, I believe that maintaining our
trade link with China will continue to provide
us with a stable foundation

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 4444, Extending Nondiscrim-
inatory Treatment to the People’s Republic of
China. We stand here today at a cross roads
in our relations with the Chinese. We can
choose to engage China in a one sided agree-
ment in which their tariffs on United States ex-
ports to China drop from the current average
of 24.6 percent in 1997 to 9.4 percent in 2005.
In return we will not have to lower our tariffs
at all. Or we can choose to reject this agree-
ment, allowing China to keep its tariffs high for
United States goods and services while they
reduce them for other countries. We must re-
member that in both of these choices, China
joins the WTO.

The choice is clear. The policy of engage-
ment is the better course and the path we
must choose. However, engagement does not
equal endorsement. There are three areas we
must continue to push China on to improve
their record: the environment, human rights,
and transparency in their international deal-
ings. The legislation before us moves us for-
ward on each one.

As our efforts to address global climate
change continue, China must be part of the
solution. If we do not engage China in solu-
tions to improve the global environment there
is no way our solutions to clean up our planet
can truly be effective. China is the world’s
largest energy consumer and emitter of green-
house gases that contribute to global climate
change. China is also the world’s largest de-
veloping country chemical exporter and the
world’s largest producer of ozone-depleting
substances. If China is left out of the fight for
a cleaner environment, our efforts could be
neutralized.

China’s record on human rights has been
abysmal. However, it is important to remember
that the most repressive periods in recent Chi-
nese history have occurred in times of isola-
tion. Let us continue to encourage China to
give their people greater freedoms. Under this
policy of engagement, China has signed the
U.N. Covenant on Civil and Political Rights
and the U.N. Covenant on Economic, Social,
and Cultural Rights. Both await ratification in
the National People’s Congress. It is our hope
the Congress will move quickly to ratify. These
are steps in the right direction which we
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should continue to encourage. The Dalai
Lama has endorsed this agreement because
he agrees that engagement is the fastest road
to the realization of giving all Chinese demo-
cratic rights.

We need to recognize that China’s growing
regional integration has increased their willing-
ness to settle long-standing disputes with its
neighbors. Our allies in Asia support granting
China permanent normal trading status, pre-
cisely because it would support regional secu-
rity and cooperative efforts. This is especially
true for Taiwan. That is why Taiwan’s Presi-
dent Chen Shui-bain has endorsed this agree-
ment and China’s accession into the WTO.

However, we cannot solely rely on the ben-
efits of trade to protect our interests. In Feb-
ruary of this year we passed the Taiwan Secu-
rity Act with the overwhelming support of the
House. This legislation will ensure that Taiwan
has the tools necessary to defend itself from
a potentially aggressive China. Congress
needs to pass legislation and ensure the
President signs it into law this year.

Most importantly, this agreement is good for
U.S. jobs and especially for jobs in New
York’s Hudson Valley. The agreement gives
American workers unprecedented access to
China’s markets. For every additional billion in
exports to China there are estimated to be
created 20,000 new jobs in the United States.
Last year New York exported nearly $600 mil-
lion in goods and services to China—this fig-
ure is expected to rapidly multiply under this
agreement.

No one believes trade alone will bring free-
dom to China or peace to the world. When
change does come it will be slow and will
need our encouragement. This is the choice
before us today. We can take a step move
China in the right direction, and gain the bene-
fits; or we can push China in the wrong direc-
tion, and pay the price. I believe this choice is
clear. I encourage members on both sides of
the aisle to make the right choice and join me
in voting to approve permanent normal trade
relations with China.

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, I do not rep-
resent companies. I do not represent unions.
I represent people. As with any legislation, I
ask what does this vote on Permanent Normal
Trade Relations (PNTR) for China mean to the
people I represent back home?

Workers and farmers throughout northern Il-
linois stand to benefit from the United States-
China World Trade Organization (WTO) Ac-
cession Agreement because they will be mak-
ing more product that eventually is exported to
China, either directly or indirectly as suppliers.

If you work for Daimler Chrysler in Belvi-
dere, this vote simply means the opportunity
to build and sell more Neons and auto parts
to China. As recently as 1995, Chrysler ex-
ported 600 Neons and purchased parts from
six different suppliers in northern Illinois for
their Jeep Cherokee plant in Beijing, China.
The amount of Chrysler-related exports to
China totaled $7.8 million.

However, in 1999, no Neons and only
$30,000 in auto parts from two northern Illinois
suppliers were sold to China. Why? China’s
protectionist auto policy now makes it virtually
impossible to sell American cars and auto
parts in China. This agreement forces China
to cut tariffs by 75 percent on American cars

and drop local content requirements on Amer-
ican-made auto parts. This will allow more
Neons and American auto parts made by
companies like Modine Manufacturing of
McHenry and Camcar of Rockford to be ex-
ported to China.

The workers at Honeywell’s Microswitch
plant in Freeport will benefit from PNTR for
China because the company expects its ex-
ports to China to double by 2002. There are
$15,000 worth of Microswitch parts on each
Boeing aircraft. China has plans to buy 1,600
new aircraft over the next 20 years.

The workers at Hamilton-Sundstrand in
Rockford will benefit from this agreement be-
cause $400,000 worth of parts are made in
Rockford for each Boeing aircraft. This trans-
lates into hundreds of millions of dollars worth
of work for the employees at Hamilton-
Sundstrand.

The workers at Motorola in Harvard and
Rockford will benefit because the agreement
eliminates all tariffs on cell phones and
pagers. Also, for the first time, Motorola will be
permitted to sell its full range of products di-
rectly to the Chinese people.

The workers at Goodyear’s Kely Springfield
Tire plant in Freeport; the workers at Cherry
Valley Tool & Machine of Belvidere; the work-
ers at Kysor/Westram Corporation of Byron;
and the workers at the Rockford Spring Com-
pany will all benefit from PNTR for China as
suppliers to the agricultural equipment manu-
facturer, Case. As Case is able to sell more
combine and tractors to China because the
agreement lowers numerous tariff and non-tar-
iff barriers to American agriculture equipment,
the workers in their supplier chain will benefit,
too.

Over half of Caterpillar’s 1999 U.S. produc-
tion was exported. These exports supported
about 32,000 U.S. supplier jobs at small and
medium-sized enterprises like the 400 employ-
ees at Bergstrom Manufacturing of Rockford,
which makes the Heating Ventilation and Air
Conditioning units. The tariff cuts on construc-
tion equipment and the distribution rights in
the agreement will help Caterpillar and thus
Bergstrom Manufacturing become more com-
petitive in China.

The workers at Seward Screw Products of
Seward make 80 different parts for Harley-
Davidson’s large motorcycle factory in Mil-
waukee, WI. Today, Harley is prevented from
selling any motorcycles in China because of
import license restrictions, import quotas, ex-
cessive tariffs, and other significant trade bar-
riers. This agreement substantially eliminates
or reduces these trade barriers. In addition,
granting PNTR to China will help Taiwan enter
the WTO. The U.S.-Taiwan WTO Accession
Agreement eliminates Taiwan’s import ban on
large motorcycle engines. Because both China
and Taiwan represents the greatest long
range market potential for motorcycles, the
workers at Seward Screw Products will benefit
by making more products for Harley.

But this agreement is not just for large com-
panies. Few people know that 82 percent of
all direct United States exporters to China are
small-and medium-sized companies. These
exporters generated 35 percent of the dollar
volume of all United States exports to China in
1997. This figure is higher than the small busi-

ness exporter dollar volume share of overall
U.S. exports, which was 30.6 percent.

China is the third largest growth market for
small business exporters. In fact, the number
of small businesses exporting to China grew
by a remarkable 141 percent between 1992
and 1997. Plus, the value of small business
exports to China more than doubled between
1992 and 1997.

Who are these exporters? I held a hearing
on this topic last week before my Small Busi-
ness Exports Subcommittee to find out. They
are 135 employees who work for Aqua-Aer-
obic Systems in Rockford, IL. The agreement
removes a variety of trade barriers against
equipment used in sewage treatment plants
because China needs the equipment to mod-
ernize its infrastructure.

Small companies like the 75 employee Cof-
fee Masters of Spring Grove will benefit from
this trade agreement. They have tried for
years to break into the China market but with
no success. They believe this agreement will
knock down the numerous trade barriers to
their specialized roasted coffee product.

E.D. Entyre of Oregon just announced ear-
lier this month that they received a $53,000
order for road construction equipment for a
highway project in Hubei province in China.
They believe the agreement will help their 350
employees deal directly with customers in
China rather than going through various ‘‘mid-
dlemen.’’

Clinton Electronics of Loves Park exports
high resolution display monitors for medical
applications. The cuts in tariffs by over 50 per-
cent on medical equipment, along with the
elimination of quotas, will help further boost
their 250 employee firm’s exports to China.

And, we cannot forget the farmer. Illinois
soybean, grain, and corn farmers like Bob
Phelps of Rockton want to look to export mar-
kets like China—not the U.S. government—for
their income security. Overall, American farm-
ers will be able to sell about $2 billion more
of their products to China each year because
the agreement will cut Chinese tariffs in half
for farm products.

Soybean growers will see about a 20 per-
cent increase in exports to China, according to
the National Oilseed Processors Association.
Hog farmers will receive about $5 more per
head, an Iowa State University study projects.
That will mean an extra $2.5 million for hog
farmers in northern Illinois.

Simply put, Mr. Speaker, this agreement is
totally one-sided in favor of the people I rep-
resent who make products that are either di-
rectly or indirectly exported to China. We do
not change any of our trade laws to make it
easier for the Chinese to export to us. It is
China that has granted concession after con-
cession to the benefit of our workers and
farmers! I urge my colleagues to support Per-
manent Normal Trade Relations for China.

Mr. DOOLITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I support the
opening of the mainland Chinese market to
American exports. It is in the best interests of
the American people and the Chinese people.

I feel strongly that the Communist govern-
ment on mainland China is tyrannical, aggres-
sive, and undesirable. I would like to see it go
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the way of its Marxist conrade, the Soviet
Union. I am alarmed by its threatening state-
ments toward the United States and its bellig-
erence toward our friends on Taiwan. I am
disgusted by Communist China’s record on
human rights, on religious freedom, and its
brutal one-child policy that forces women to
abort their unborn babies.

If this were a vote on approval of the Com-
munist regime in Beijing, I would strongly op-
pose it as would the vast majority of my col-
leagues. This is not such a vote.

My record has been highly critical of Com-
munist China. On national security, I strongly
supported Representative COX’S investigation
into Communist Chinese theft of American
technologies. I cosponsored legislation to look
into suspicious Chinese activity in the Panama
Canal. On the question of Taiwan, I cospon-
sored the Taiwan Security Enhancement Act
to strengthen the free nation’s defense capa-
bility in case of attack from the mainland.

On forced abortion, I enthusiastically voted
in favor of cutting off money to the U.N.’s pop-
ulation control agency so long as it cooperated
with China’s brutal one-child policy. On reli-
gious freedom, I recently wrote a letter to
President Jiang Zemin urging release of Pas-
tor Xu Guoxing.

My vote in favor of PNTR is not a departure.
I remain solidly against anti-Communist China,
which is why I support this agreement.

I want to end the despicable behavior of the
Chinese Government against the United
States, against Taiwan, and against the peo-
ple it rules. The question is, how do we get
there from here?

I think it is by exporting to China—not only
American goods, but more importantly Amer-
ican ideas.

While this agreement is ostensibly about ex-
porting American goods to mainland China, its
ultimate virtue is the export of American ideas
to mainland China. How else are things going
to change in China? Our ideas have tri-
umphed time and again in the past. We Amer-
icans have every reason to be confident that
they will again. Since we are inspired by our
ideas, is there any reason to think the Chi-
nese, who themselves are oppressed by their
government, will not be inspired by American
ideas of liberty?

This agreement is part of the struggle
against communism in China. It is war by
other means.

Look at who supports this agreement and
who opposes it. Taiwan, who has refused to
bow to the bullying tactics of the much-larger
mainland, supports the agreement. The spir-
itual leader of Tibet, the Dalai Lama, who was
forced into exile by the Communist Chinese
Government supports the agreement.

Within China’s Communist establishment,
the hard-liners are opposed to the PNTR
agreement negotiated by the reformers. Amer-
ica’s adoption of PNTR would be a victory for
the reformers, and disapproval would be a vic-
tory for the hard-liners eager for confrontation
with the United States. The Soviet Union was
vanquished peacefully in a struggle between
reformers and hardliners.

Adopting this agreement strengthens the re-
formers within the Chinese Government not
only in the internal power struggle, but
throughout society. Increased contacts with
Americans will expose the average Chinese
citizen to our universally appealing ideas on
liberty. Increased prosperity and access to

communications technologies will increase the
appetite of Chinese for American ways of life.
And the expansion of a Chinese middle class
that owes nothing to the communists is cru-
cial. We are helping build the constituency for
Chinese liberty.

While it may be emotionally satisfying to
proclaim that one would never cooperate with
the murderous regime in Beijing, it ultimately
achieves little else. Not a single citizen of
China is more free or better fed. Our own se-
curity is no more enhanced, nor is that of our
friends. It is more important to be effective
than to obtain simple self-satisfaction in one’s
hardened stance. I too, am revolted by com-
munism, including the version practiced in
China. I want to defeat it, and this is the way
to do it.

The monstrosity of the crimes committed by
Communist china have been so great that
slaying the monster is more important than
just calling it a monster.

Mainland China will gain membership into
the WTO with or without American support. So
why not gain benefits for our American com-
panies in exchange? China is expanding trade
with the rest of the world. Agreeing to this pact
would allow American companies to compete
on an equal footing with everyone else doing
business on the mainland. By rejecting the
agreement, we would punish our own compa-
nies unnecessarily.

Americans dominate the world in the agri-
culture and high-tech sectors. Lowering Chi-
nese barriers to American goods will benefit
Americans. High-tech pay the highest salaries,
and increasing markets will produce more
great jobs for Americans.

I have voted against the annual renewal of
NTR for mainland China in the past. This year,
the vote is different. In the past, NTR was
about Chinese goods flowing into the United
States. This time, it is about access to the
mainland Chinese market for American goods.
Free Americans will continue to buy Chinese-
made goods whichever way Congress votes
on this agreement. But passage will allow
mainland Chinese to buy goods from Ameri-
cans at lower prices—made lower by the re-
duction in tarrifs.

Granting permanent NTR leaves many other
levers at our disposal to deal with mainland
China. We must continue to protect ourselves
and to speak out against the tyrannical Chi-
nese Government. But we cannot be content
with just words; we must back that up with ac-
tion.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 4444, a bill to provide
permanent normal trade relations (PNTR) to
China. By passing this legislation, Congress
will create substantial new export opportunities
for American farmers and businesses, ad-
vance the cause of personal freedom for the
Chinese people, and promote United States
strategic interests in East Asia.

It is important to be clear about what the
House is voting on. This is not a vote on
whether China joins the World Trade Organi-
zation (WTO)—the WTO will admit China later
this year. The question before us is whether to
give China the same trade status that all WTO
members are required to give each other—
permanent normal trade relations. If we do,
U.S. farmers and businesspeople will enjoy
dramatically increased access to the world’s
most populous market. If we do not, the
United States will be largely shut out of the

China market while our trade competitors will
capitalize on China’s market opening meas-
ures.

The United States routinely approves NTR
on an annual basis. Even in the wake of
Tiananmen Square, we did not revoke NTR
because to do so would not only spark a trade
war but would also risk even graver conflict
between the United States and China. As a
result, the annual NTR debate has never pro-
vided effective leverage to change the behav-
ior of the Chinese Government because re-
voking NTR has never been a credible threat.

For American agriculture, opening the China
market is a clear win, which is why nearly
every farm and commodity organization in the
country supports this bill. The USDA has con-
servatively estimated that China’s market
opening measures will increase American agri-
culture exports by $2 billion annually. Under
the terms of its agreement to join the WTO,
Chinese tariffs on wheat will drop from 20 per-
cent to just 1 percent; tariffs on beef will fall
from 45 percent to 12 percent; poultry from 20
percent to 10 percent; and pork tariffs will de-
cline from 20 percent to 12 percent. In addi-
tion, China has agreed to eliminate all export
subsides on agriculture commodities.

Opponents of PNTR have raised many valid
concerns, including China’s poor record on
human rights, lack of religious and political
freedom, threats against Taiwan, and a grow-
ing trade surplus with the United States. I
share each of these concerns but disagree
about the best way to address them. In my
view, building commercial relationships with
the Chinese people will lessen the control of
the central government in Beijing; giving China
a stake in the international economy will make
it less likely to be aggressive toward its neigh-
bors; and reducing China’s trade barriers will
help increase United States exports and re-
duce our trade deficit.

With respect to human rights, many of the
most prominent Chinese political dissidents
have urged Congress to approve PNTR.
Wang Dan, the leader of the Tiananmen
Square demonstration, has said that PNTR
‘‘will be beneficial for the long-term future of
China.’’ Martin Lee, the democratic leader of
Hong Kong, Dai Qing, Bao Tong, and many
other influential activists have all expressed
their support for PNTR. Their shared opinion
is that engagement with the United States ad-
vances the cause of personal freedom in
China. In addition, no less authority that the
Dalai Lama has said that Chinese participation
in the international economy is good for reli-
gious freedom in China.

Approving PNTR for China also serves our
national security interests. Secretary of De-
fense William Cohen, former Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell, and many
other military experts have said that bringing
China into the WTO and approving this legis-
lation will enhance our security interests in
East Asia. The recently and democratically
elected President of Taiwan, Chen Shui-bian,
also supports the normal trade relations be-
tween the United States and China.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, approving PNTR and
opening the China market helps American
framers, workers, and small businesspeople,
supports the cause of political and religious
freedom in China, and strengthens United
States security interests in Asia. I urge my col-
leagues to vote yes.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, as we enter a new
century and a new millennium, relations
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among the nations of the Pacific Rim and Afri-
ca are becoming more significant. Trade with
China represents a substantial component of
our country’s international commerce. As Con-
gress has debated United States trading poli-
cies toward China and Africa during the past
couple of weeks, I have carefully considered
many fundamental issues.

I am a firm believer of self-determination for
China. China is a Communist country, whether
we agree with that system of government or
not. Nevertheless, whatever political or eco-
nomic system is in place, it is wrong to round
up, to intimidate, to arrest people, and place
them in slave labor camps with no due proc-
ess. It is reprehensible for the United States to
endorse this behavior by rewarding it with a
favorable trade regime.

The time is now to send a strong mes-
sage—an unyielding message that the United
States will not condone mass suffering and
oppression.

Trade must be open, it must be fair. Stand-
ards for human rights must be included in all
trade agreements, environmental protections
must be in place, women’s rights should be
advanced, workers’ rights must be protected,
religious freedom should be protected and
American jobs should not become a casualty
of trade policy.

Many argue that the best way to ensure
China’s respect for all these issues, is to admit
China to the World Trade Organization and to
grant it Permanent Normal Trading Relations
status (PNTR). I disagree, and believe an an-
nual review provides for this.

China’s persistent gross violations against
free exercise of religion, against women and
reproductive freedom, and against political ex-
pression should prohibit the U.S. from relaxing
its policies toward China and should cause us
to ask why we want to relax our trade policies
toward China and reward China for this re-
pression.

Annual review, at least presents an effective
mechanism for China’s compliance with inter-
national worker, environmental, and human
rights standards. Annual review, moreover, is
the most viable insurance for the American
worker.

According to the Economic Policy Institute,
over 870,000 jobs will be lost over the decade.
What will happen with these workers?

If this bill passes, the U.S. trade deficit will
continue to escalate, leading to job losses in
virtually every sector of the economy.

In my state of California 87,294 jobs will be
lost. This is very scary.

I support free trade. But our trade policies
should also include a fair ideal with American
workers. Our trade policies should put an end
to slave labor in China, rather than reward it.

We are not talking about cutting off our rela-
tionship with China. We want to make sure
that our trade relations are such that people of
China and the United States can benefit from
a fair and free trade policy.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this meas-
ure.

Very seldom do we have these defining mo-
ments; this vote defines who we are as a peo-
ple and as a nation.

As an African-American whose ancestors
were brought here in chains and forced to
help build this great country as slaves I must
oppose any measure that allows for the ex-
ploitation of people whether here in America,
in Africa, China or anywhere in the world.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday morning
the legislation which would have implemented
‘‘permanent normal trade relations’’ with the
People’s Republic of China was three pages
in length. Today, it is 66 pages in length.
Close examination of this bill ‘‘gone bad’’ is
demonstrative of how this Congress
misdefines ‘‘free trade’’ and how, like most ev-
erything else is in Washington, this ‘‘free
trade’’ bill is a misnomer of significant propor-
tions.

For the past several years I have favored
normal trade relations with the People’s Re-
public of China. Because of certain mis-
conceptions, I believe it is useful to begin with
some detail as to what ‘‘normal trade rela-
tions’’ status is and what it is not. Previous
‘‘normal trade relations’’ votes meant only that
U.S. tariffs imposed on Chinese goods will be
no different than tariffs imposed on other
countries for similar products—period. NTR
status did not mean more U.S. taxpayers dol-
lars sent to China. It did not signify more inter-
national family planning dollars sent overseas.
NTR status does not mean automatic access
to the World Bank, the World Trade Organiza-
tion, OPIC, or any member of other ‘‘foreign
aid’’ vehicles by which the U.S. Congress
sends foreign aid to a large number of coun-
tries. Rather, NTR status was the lowering of
a United States citizen’s taxes paid on vol-
untary exchanges entered into by citizens who
happen to reside in different countries.

Of course, many of the critics of NTR status
for China do not address the free trade and
the necessarily negative economic con-
sequences of their position. No one should
question that individual rights are vital to lib-
erty and that the communist government of
China has an abysmal record in that depart-
ment. At the same time, basic human rights
must necessarily include the right to enter into
voluntary exchanges with others. To burden
the U.S. citizens who enter into voluntary ex-
changes with exorbitant taxes (tariffs) in the
name of ‘‘protecting’’ the human rights of citi-
zens of other countries would be internally in-
consistent. Trade barriers when lowered, after
all, benefit consumers who can purchase
goods more cheaply than previously available.
Those individuals choosing not to trade with
citizens of particular foreign jurisdictions are
not threatened by lowering barriers for those
who do. Oftentimes, these critics focus instead
on human rights deprivation by government
leaders in China and see trade barriers as a
means to ‘‘reform’’ these sometimes tyrannical
leaders. However, according to Father Robert
Sirco, a Paulist priest who discussed this topic
in the Wall Street Journal, American mission-
aries in China favor NTR status and see this
as the policy most likely to bring about positive
change in China.

But all of this said, this new 66 page ‘‘free
trade’’ bill is not about free trade at all. It is
about empowering and enriching international
trade regulators and quasi-governmental enti-
ties on the backs of the U.S. taxpayer. Like
NAFTA before us, this bill contains provisions
which continue our country down the ugly path
of internationally-engineered, ‘‘managed trade’’
rather than that of free trade. As explained by
Ph.D. economist Murray N. Rothbard:
‘‘[G]enuine free trade doesn’t require a treaty
(or its deformed cousin, a ‘trade agreement’;
NAFTA was called an agreement so it can
avoid the constitutional requirement of ap-
proval by two-thirds of the Senate). If the es-

tablishment truly wants free trade, all its has to
do is to repeal our numerous tariffs, import
quotas, anti-dumping laws, and other Amer-
ican-imposed restrictions of free trade. No for-
eign policy or foreign maneuvering is nec-
essary.’’

In truth, the bipartisan establishment’s fan-
fare of ‘‘free trade’’ fosters the opposite of
genuine freedom of exchange. Whereas gen-
uine free traders examine free markets from
the perspective of the consumer (each indi-
vidual), the merchantilist examines trade from
the perspective of the power elite; in other
words, from the perspective of the big busi-
ness in concert with big government. Genuine
free traders consider exports a means of pay-
ing for imports, in the same way that goods in
general are produced in order to be sold to
consumers. But the mercantilists want to privi-
lege the government business elite at the ex-
pense of all consumers, be they domestic or
foreign. This new PNTR bill, rather than low-
ering government imposed barriers to trade,
has become a legislative vehicle under which
the United States can more quickly integrate
and cartelize government in order to entrench
the interventionist mixed economy.

No Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, don’t
be fooled into thinking this bill is anything
about free trade. In fact, those supporting it
should be disgraced to learn that, among
other misgivings, this bill, further undermines
U.S. sovereignty by empowering the World
Trade Organization on the backs of American
taxpayers, sends federal employees to Beijing
to become lobbyists to members of their com-
munist government to become more WTO-
friendly, funds the imposition of the question-
able Universal Declaration of Human Rights
upon foreign governments, and authorizes the
spending of nearly $100 million to expand the
reach of Radio Free Asia.

Mr. Speaker, I say no to this taxpayer-fi-
nanced fanfare of ‘‘free trade’’ which fosters
the opposite of genuine freedom of exchange
and urge by colleagues to do the same.

Mr. BORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong opposition to H.R. 4444, which would
permanently extend normal trade relations
(PNTR) status to the People’s Republic of
China. If we enact this legislation today, we
forever surrender our ability to review our
trade relations with China on an annual basis.

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of the
United States states that ‘‘the Congress shall
have power . . . to regulate commerce with
foreign nations.’’ Our founding fathers inten-
tionally granted the ‘‘People’s body’’ a sepa-
rate, distinct voice on trade matters. This con-
stitutional obligation makes our democracy
unique: European parliamentary democracies
grant no such powers to their legislatures.
Under our Constitution, Congress does not
simply rubberstamp the decisions of the Exec-
utive Branch. Congress is a separate, coequal
partner in our system of checks and balances.

Every year in the House, we have exercised
our Constitutional duty by reviewing our trade
relationship with China. On an annual basis,
the President has notified Congress that he
will grant most-favored-nation (MFN) trading
status to China, and we have had the oppor-
tunity to approve or reject MFN status by a
vote on the floor of the House. This vote has
been preceded by a full debate on whether
China deserves to be treated as an equal
trading partner. Members vote on the issue,
and their constituents hold them accountable
for their vote.
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I have consistently voted against MFN for

China because I believe it does not deserve to
be treated as an equal trading partner. The
Chinese dictatorship has one of the most de-
plorable human rights records on Earth, and,
according to the State Department, things are
only getting worse. The Chinese government
uses executions and torture to maintain order,
persecutes religious minorities and imprisons
dissidents who dare to speak out for democ-
racy. At a bare minimum, China’s human
rights record must improve if we are to treat
it as an equal partner.

Equal trading partners extend the benefits of
trade to those who produce its goods and
services. In China, where workers make be-
tween 13 and 35 cents an hour, this relation-
ship does not exist. The basic rights that we
enjoy in the U.S.—the right to organize, the
right to strike, decent wages and benefits, safe
workplaces—simply do not exist in China.

Equally deplorable is the manner in which
China has treated its neighbors. It continues
its belligerence toward the free-market democ-
racy of Taiwan. In fact, shortly after the ink
was dry on the World Trade Organization
(WTO) agreement, China threatened to use
force against Taiwan. China continues to
threaten our interests elsewhere by selling
weapons of mass destruction to rogue terrorist
nations and by trying to steal our nuclear
weapons designs.

The WTO agreement is not the first trade
deal we have reached with China. But trade
agreements only work when countries abide
by them. Regrettably, China has violated
every trade deal with the U.S., and top Chi-
nese officials have already indicated that they
have no intention to abide by the WTO deal.

Despite China’s worsening record on human
rights, international trade, relations with its
neighbors, and weapons proliferation, we are
on the brink of throwing out our annual review
forever. Like it or not, the annual MFN review
process is the only means by which the U.S.
can influence the Chinese government’s be-
havior toward its own people and other na-
tions. If Congress approves PNTR, we forever
relinquish any leverage we have to improve
Chinese behavior.

Mr. Speaker, many have argued that if we
fail to approve PNTR we will lose precious
business opportunities in China. I concede
that point. Certainly, European and Japanese
companies will be doing a great deal of busi-
ness in China.

But I believe that America stands for some-
thing more than the almighty dollar. As the
world’s sole superpower and strongest democ-
racy, we have a moral responsibility to stand
up for those who struggle against tyranny. We
are the only nation capable and willing to bring
about democratic change in China. And we
can use our economic power to exert that le-
verage.

During the Cold War, we put principles be-
fore dollars. We refused to grant MFN status
to authoritarian communist regimes because
of their deplorable records toward their citi-
zens and their neighbors. When Lech Walesa
and the other leaders of the Solidarity move-
ment were imprisoned in Poland, the U.S.
Congress stood with the Polish people and im-
posed sanctions on the communist govern-
ment. Now, we enjoy a vibrant trading relation-
ship with Poland and other former communist
Central European nations, but those trade
benefits were extended after these countries

opened their societies and embraced free
markets and democracy. In fact, we are now
doing business with the same dissidents who
were imprisoned by their former communist re-
gimes. These new leaders remember with
gratitude that America stood with them—and
not their oppressors—in the dark days of the
countries.

Today’s ‘‘Lech Walesas’’ are sitting in pris-
ons in China because they dared to speak out
for freedom and democracy. They, in my opin-
ion, will become the future leaders of China.
And when we seek to form a trading relation-
ship with the future leaders of China, they will
remember how we voted today.

Defeating PNTR would certainly send
shockwaves throughout America’s corporate
boardrooms. But it would send a more power-
ful, purposeful message to the people of
China that we stand with them in their quest
to create a free-market, democratic society
that cherishes a peaceful relationship with her
neighbors and the United States. However, if
Congress approves PNTR, we lose any lever-
age we have in helping the Chinese people
realize their vision for a better society.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I am astounded
that today, this Congress is taking a vote on
giving China permanent normal trade rela-
tions. I am amazed that this vote is about to
take place because all of the evidence shows
that China has done nothing to deserve Amer-
ica granting China permanent access to the
U.S. market. In fact, the national security evi-
dence and the human rights evidence shows
that the Chinese government is a brutal re-
gime that sees America not as a strategic
partner, but as a global threat and competitor,
economically and militarily.

There is much debate in this Congress and
in America about China’s future. Proponents
of giving China PNTR claim that giving China
permanent access to the U.S. market will
change China’s leadership, that giving China
PNTR will promote democracy, promote reli-
gious freedom, promote peace, promote
human rights.

While it is my fervent hope that these
changes will occur in China, I have to ask the
question, ‘‘what evidence is there to believe
that China will change?’’ ‘‘What evidence is
there that China has changed?’’

After receiving several national security
briefings from the CIA on China, having visited
Tibet and China, and after looking at all of the
continued and worsening human rights abuses
committed by the Chinese government, I have
to conclude that reality says, that giving China
PNTR right now is dangerous to America’s na-
tional security and that giving China PNTR will
only strengthen the Chinese communists hold
on power—allowing China to continue with its
already horrible human rights record.

Let’s look at the evidence.
China continues to destabilize Asia. In the

past 50 years, China has clashed with nearly
all of its neighbors. They invaded the Soviet
Union, they invaded parts of India, they in-
vaded Vietnam, they fought and killed thou-
sands of U.S. troops in the Korean War. Thou-
sands of American GI’s who were captured or
killed by the Chinese during the Korean War
are still unaccounted for. We have never
found out what happened to these GI’s at Chi-
nese hands.

China continues to threaten to use force
against Taiwan. China has done this repeat-
edly and forcefully while we in Congress have

been debating whether or not to give China
PNTR. China is right now reportedly con-
ducting war games mimicking an invasion of
Taiwan that includes battle against U.S.
troops. China has threatened Taiwan with a
‘‘blood soaked battle.’’

In 1999, China’s Defense Minister declared
that war with the U.S. ‘‘is inevitable.’’ It is esti-
mated that China has over a dozen nuclear
ballistic missiles aimed at major U.S. cities
and is reportedly building three new types of
long-range missiles capable of striking the
U.S.

Less than one year ago the Cox Committee
found that China has ‘‘stolen’’ classified infor-
mation regarding the most advanced U.S.
thermonuclear weapons, giving them design
information ‘‘on par with our own.’’ The infor-
mation included classified information on every
currently deployed warhead in the U.S. bal-
listic missile arsenal.

China’s official military newspaper threat-
ened the U.S. saying if the U.S. were to de-
fend Taiwan, China would resort to ‘‘long
range’’ missiles to inflict damage on America.

China has exported weapons of mass de-
struction and missiles in violation of treaty
commitments. The director of the CIA has said
that China remains a ‘‘key supplier’’ of these
weapons to Pakistan, Iran, and North Korea.
Other reports indicate China has passed on
similar weapons and technology to Libya and
Syria. If one of these countries is involved in
a conflict, it is very possible that our men and
women in uniform could be called into harm’s
way. These weapons of mass destruction
could then be targeted against American
troops.

China is forging an alliance with Russia
against the U.S. and China is purchasing as
many weapons from Russia as it can. Reports
indicate that China has purchased advanced
naval vessels and top of the line anti-ship mis-
siles from the Russians that specifically are
meant to be used against U.S. aircraft car-
riers.

Reports indicate that China is seeking to
disrupt or end U.S. alliances in the Pacific.
Reports indicate that China is seeking to be
the primary power in Asia and to nudge the
U.S. out of Asia.

China has increased its military budget by
close to 13 percent this year.

We hear the argument that PNTR will lead
to economic and political growth in China, but
who in China will benefit the most from in-
creased foreign investment? Since the Clinton
administration reduced technology trade re-
strictions in 1993, incidences of technology
transfers from the U.S. to China have been
numerous. Much of the capital and revenue
the Chinese would gain from PNTR will go to
help increase China’s military build-up and to
help stabilize a repressive, authoritarian re-
gime.

I’d suggest the money is going to go toward
building more jails and more prison labor
camps, toward more weapons purchases and
toward funding more intelligence operations
against the U.S.

For all of these reasons and more, all of the
major American veterans organizations, in-
cluding the American Legion, the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, AMVETS, and the Military
Order of the Purple Heart all oppose giving
China PNTR. This Congress needs to heed
the voices of our veterans. These are the peo-
ple who have fought, who have been wound-
ed, and who have put their lives on the line to
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preserve and protect freedom. These veterans
know a national security threat when they see
one. They unanimously oppose giving China
PNTR because they know that it is very likely
that American troops will be in harm’s way be-
cause of China’s military threats against the
U.S. and because of China’s military threats in
the Asia region. Letters from these groups are
included for the record.

Three former Commandants of the Marine
Corps, seven retired four star generals, a
former Commander in Chief of the U.S. Army
in Europe, and numerous other national secu-
rity experts signed a letter opposing giving
China PNTR because of national security con-
cerns. These national security leaders argue
that if the U.S. gives China PNTR:

The nation ignores at its peril threatening
Chinese rhetoric and behavior. * * * Being is
using some of the hard currency it is gar-
nering from trade and financial dealings
with the United States to acquire ominous
weaponry * * * specifically designed to at-
tack American carrier battle groups * * * We
believe that the annual debate on our China
policy mandated by current law should not
be eliminated at present.

A recent report issued by the CPA and the
FBI stated that China has stepped up military
spying against the United States while using
political influence programs to manipulate U.S.
policy. This FBI/CPA report says that the U.S.
military and U.S. private corporations are the
primary targets of Chinese intelligence. This
report also says that Chinese companies play
a significant role in China’s pursuit and acqui-
sition of secret U.S. technology.

I am concerned that Members of Congress
and the American public do not know enough
about the national security threat China poses
to the U.S. I have been urging our colleagues
to obtain a briefing by the CIA on China and
just over 40 Members have had this briefing.
I have written President Clinton urging him to
declassify information that shows the national
security threat China poses to the U.S. before
this vote takes place and he has done noth-
ing.

Members and the American public need to
know the answers to questions about the na-
tional security regarding and PNTR before this
vote takes place.

Right smack in the middle of this debate on
PNTR, the Chinese government has stepped
up its already heinous human rights violations.

That’s not just me saying that. The 1999
State Department Human Rights report on
China is 68 pages long on descriptions of Chi-
na’s human rights abuses—abuses ranging
from its policy of forced abortion and forced
sterilization, to imprisonment and eradication
of any democratic dissent, to imprisonment of
people for having religious beliefs, to forced
labor in China’s vast prison labor system. The
report says, ‘‘The Government’s poor human
rights record deteriorated markedly throughout
the year, as the Government intensified efforts
to suppress dissent.’’

The U.S. Commission on International Reli-
gious Freedom, a bi-partisan commission es-
tablished by Congress whose members were
appointed by Congress and the Administra-
tion, opposes giving China PNTR because of
China’s continued religious persecution, say-
ing: ‘‘* * * Congress should not approve
PNTR for China until China makes substantial
improvements in respect for religious free-
dom.’’

We know that 8 Catholic bishops are in pris-
on—and I think there are probably more—and

some have been in custody for over 30 years.
In the past week, more Protestant House
church leaders have been arrested. Muslims
in northwest China are in prison because of
their faith.

China continues to pillage and occupy Tibet.
Tibet is a peace-loving country that is not a
threat to China. Yet, the Chinese government
has brutally occupied Tibet for decades and
has no plans to leave Tibet. I visited Tibet and
met with Buddhist monks and nuns. Each tem-
ple has a Chinese communist official that con-
trols and monitors everything that is done in
the temple. The Chinese have cameras strewn
throughout the capital of Lhasa, so they can
watch and monitor the people. Hundreds of Ti-
betan monks and nuns are in prison because
of their faith.

The Chinese military is responsible for traf-
ficking in human organs. A blood type match
is made between a prospective organ recipient
and a Chinese prisoner. Once the match is
made, prisoners are taken to a remote loca-
tion, where the necessary medical personnel
have been assembled, and summarily exe-
cuted. Their organs are then removed and
sold.

The State Department Human Rights report
says that over 500 women in China of child
bearing age commit suicide each day. Could it
be that China’s policy of forced abortion and
forced sterilization are a significant cause of
these suicides? Could it be that the fines for
violating the government’s birth quotas, that
are three times a couple’s annual salary, are
causing these suicides?

A country that abuses its own citizens on a
massive scale cannot be trusted in its dealings
with the U.S. Do Members actually think that
the same Chinese government that flattens its
own citizens with tanks—that kills frail 80-year-
old Catholic bishops—can be trusted?

The decision on whether to give China
PNTR must be based on facts and truth, not
on wishful thinking or ill-placed hopes. Our
challenge as a country and as lawmakers is to
examine the facts, to seek the truth and to
make informed and wise decisions based on
the facts and truth. All of what I have said
about China’s worsening human rights record
and the national security concerns are incon-
testably true. Yet, a large number of Members
here are seriously considering giving away to
China the only leverage the U.S. has—aside
from military coercion—our annual review of
whether to extend to China normal trading
privileges.

I am concerned that we in the U.S. have be-
come so enamored with China’s prospective
market, that we are on the verge of ignoring
facts and truth. We may be ignoring history,
ignoring China’s abysmal human rights record,
and ignoring the threats China poses to U.S.
national security and to our men and women
in uniform.

Today, in the year 2000, America is at a
similar crossroads as Europe and America
were leading up to World War II. Europe and
America in the 1930’s were tired of conflict,
having just fought a bloody World War I, and
chose to ignore the threat emanating from
Germany and Japan. Neville Chamberlain
forced through the sale of Germany of the
Merlin high-performance engine—the same
engine that was used by the British during the
Battle of Britain in the famous Spitfire fighter
plane. France was so caught up in enjoying
the peace that it depleted its artillery stock

through artillery sales to Romania, Yugoslavia
and Turkey. France sold so many of its artil-
lery pieces that when Germany invaded
France, France only had 90 artillery pieces on
its line with Germany. America was selling oil
to Japan during Japan’s invasion of Chinese
Manchuria and kept selling oil to Japan within
a year or so of the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor.

We are at a similar crossroads today. Many
in America feel victorious as the Cold War
with the former Soviet Union no longer exists.
Some see the recent facts and developments
regarding China in a positive and hopeful light
because they are tired of standing down a po-
tential adversary and they are tired of facing a
global rival. Events that many did not expect
to happen in their lifetimes have occurred. The
Berlin Wall has fallen, Germany is reunited,
the Soviet Union has dissolved, Western Eu-
rope no longer faces a phalanx of hostile
tanks, soldiers and missiles to its east. The
battle against the former Soviet Union contin-
ued for 40 years and many simply want to
wish away a future rival and a future conflict.

Those of us in Congress and in America
who are very concerned with the national se-
curity threat that China poses to the U.S. are
frequently criticized as having a Cold War
mentality toward China and of being China
bashers. We are accused of being overly crit-
ical of China and of China’s human rights
abuses, that we are looking for a rival simply
to replace the enemy that once was the Soviet
Union. Because of our concerns with China
and opposition to giving China PNTR, we are
accused of not giving China a chance to
change and grow into a democracy and into a
reliable and trusted ally.

Yet, in reality, China is still an authoritarian,
communist country of over a billion people.

Yet, in realty, China wants the U.S. out of
Asia and seeks to be the unrivaled power in
Asia.

The massive human rights abuses and mas-
sive religious persecution in China are undis-
puted facts.

It is fact that China plundered Tibet.
It is fact that communist China has engaged

militarily virtually every country on its border
as well as the U.S. in the past 50 years.

It is fact that this present Chinese leader-
ship rolled over its own people with tanks in
Tiananmen Square.

It is fact that China commits untold atrocities
against its own people.

It is fact that China has been publicly threat-
ening to shoot nuclear missiles at the U.S.

Fits of wishful thinking and outright ignoring
these and countless other facts do not change
the reality of the regime in China or the plau-
sible threat that China poses to the U.S.

We need to learn what history teaches us
about leadership.

The lessons from our past are clear. Lead-
ership is not about seeing what we wish to
see. Leadership is not about closing our eyes
to the threats before us. Leadership is about
clearly, lucidly, and forcefully addressing facts
and truth and taking appropriate action.

The American way of life, our freedom can
only be preserved by vigilance. Vigilance re-
quires us to look at the situation in China
today and conclude that the Chinese regime
should not receive permanent trade relations
with the U.S. until the questions of national se-
curity have been adequately addressed and
until there is a significant improvement in Chi-
na’s human rights record.
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We must have a way to continue our annual

review of trade with China. If we sign off on
permanent trade, we hand over any influence
we could have in promoting a China that re-
spects its citizens and that is a non-threat-
ening, peaceful member of the community of
nations.

Annual review of China’s trade status is an
appropriate foreign policy tool, it is an oppor-
tunity for Congress to influence the behavior
of China on matters of national security and
human rights, and it is the right thing to do in
maintaining our vigilance in preserving free-
dom.

[From the American Legion]
CHINA TRADE OPPOSED BY THE AMERICAN

LEGION

INDIANAPOLIS (Wednesday, May 20, 2000).—
Taking into account nuclear espionage
charges, human rights abuses, saber rattling
against Taiwan, and influence-peddling in-
dictments, the 2.8-million member American
Legion today demanded the U.S. government
withhold Permanent Normalized Trade Rela-
tions with the People’s Republic of China
and oppose its entry into the World Trade
Organization.

The American Legion’s board of directors,
during its annual spring meeting here, rec-
ommended Congress and the Clinton admin-
istration force China to meet four pre-
conditions both for entry into the WTO and
for ending the annual congressional review
of its trade status: Recognition of the Tai-
wan’s right to self-determination; full co-
operation on the accounting of American
servicemen missing from the Korean War
and the Cold War; abandonment of policies
aimed at military dominance in Asia; and
encouragement and promotion of human
rights and religious freedom among the Chi-
nese people.

‘‘China should embrace democratic values
before it benefits from unfettered American
investment,’’ American Legion National
Commander Al Lance said. ‘‘The American
Legion sets forth the prerequisites for peace
and stability, without which Communist
China will become economically and mili-
tarily more formidable even as it embarks
on policies pursuant to regional instability.
A something-for-nothing trade arrangement
with China—one that severs trade from na-
tional security and human rights—threatens
stability, rewards antagonism, and strength-
ens a potential foe of American sons and
daughters in the U.S. armed forces.’’

Founded in 1919, The American Legion is
the nation’s largest veterans organization.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES

Washington, DC, May 17, 2000.
To: All Members of the United States House

of Representatives, 106th U.S. Congress.
From: John W. Smart, Commander-in-Chief,

Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United
States.

The Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States oppose Permanent Normal
Trade Relations with China. China’s policies
and actions over the past several years have
not demonstrated that it is ready to become
a permanent-trading partner of the United
States.

Passage of the China Trade Bill would end
annual congressional review of China’s ac-
cess to U.S. markets and give it permanent
trade relations with the United States. While
this bill might provide certain economic ben-
efits and advantages to some American com-
panies, it could hurt other American indus-
tries and may cost many Americans their
jobs. Permanent Normal Trade relations
with the United States should be earned by
China, not given away. Essentially this bill
rewards China for mistreating its citizens,
violating its current trade agreements,
threatening its neighbors and the United
States with military action, proliferating

weapons of mass destruction, stealing nu-
clear, military and industrial secrets from
the United States, increasing espionage
against the U.S., and practicing religious op-
pression. We believe this bill sends the wrong
message to China and the rest of the world.

Now is not the proper time to grant China
Permanent Normal Trade Relations. The
United States should maintain its current
annual congressional review of China’s trade
status until such time as China changes it’s
policy and demonstrates that it is ready to
treat its people according to the basic
human rights standards of other modern in-
dustrial nations.

A vote against Permanent Normal Trade
Relations with China will send a clear mes-
sage that the United States does not tolerate
China’s persistent human rights violations,
and will not agree with it’s proliferation of
missile technology and weapons of mass de-
struction, it’s military threats against the
United States and other countries in the Pa-
cific region including repeated threats made
against Taiwan.

Respectfully,
JOHN W. SMART,
Commander-in-Chief.

AMVETS,
Lanham, MD, May 16, 2000.

Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress, U.S. House of Representa-

tives, Washington, DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WOLF: AMVETS,

the nation’s fourth largest veterans organi-
zation, represents more than 200,000 veterans
who honorably served in the Armed Forces of
the United States, and opposes Permanent
Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) for China.

While the U.S. relationship with China is
important, AMVETS believes that national
security issues take precedence over the
trade relations with foreign countries. We
concur in your belief that our nation can not
afford to give leverage to the Republic of
China—which exports weapons of mass de-
struction and missiles, maintains spy pres-
ence in the U.S. and continues to threaten
Taiwan with military force.

When Congress votes in the House during
the week of May 22, let it be known that
AMVETS says ‘‘no’’ to the Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations for China.

Sincerely,
CHARLES L. TAYLOR,

National Commander, 1999–2000.

MILITARY ORDER OF THE
PURPLE HEART,

May 15, 2000.
Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLF: The Military
Order of the Purple Heart (MOPH), rep-
resenting the patriotic interests of its 30,000
members and the 600,000 living recipients of
the Purple Heart, is seriously concerned with
the Administration’s proposal to grant Per-
manent Normal Trade Relations (PNTR) sta-
tus to the Peoples Republic of China.

The MOPH is familiar with the current se-
ries of U.S. Government reports concerning
China to include: the Cox Committee Report,
the Rumsfield Commission Report, the 1999
Intelligence Community Report on Arms
Proliferation, and Chairman Spence’s May
2000 HASC National Security Report on
China. These and other similar security as-
sessments clearly indicate that China, as an
international actor, continues to behave in a
manner that is threatening to international
stability and U.S. national security inter-
ests.

Given the broad consensus that has formed
about this issue, to include the recent Harris
Poll indicating 79% of all Americans are
against granting PNTR status to China, the
MOPH believes it both prudent and reason-
able to delay the granting of PNTR status to
China at this time. Speaking as patriots and

combat wounded veterans, we believe that
granting PNTR status to China would relieve
them from the current pressure caused by
annual Congressional review of their trade
status. Clearly, Congressional review has
caused China to improve its dismal human
rights record and to modify to some extent
its proliferation of dangerous arms on the
world market. Yet these modifications must
been seen as the beginning not the end.

Today, China represents the most dan-
gerous of the emerging threats to U.S. na-
tional security. Her designs on Western Pa-
cific dominance, her extreme belligerence to-
wards Taiwan, and her persistent espionage
and theft of U.S. advanced technologies are
behaviors that must be checked before any
reasonable consideration of PNTR status can
be undertaken.

Many of the America’s combat wounded
veterans sacrificed life and blood to repel
Chinese aggression during the Korean Con-
flict. Fifty years after that war China re-
mains an unabashedly communistic regime.
It is time for China to change if she wishes
to be a truly welcomed participant on the
world’s stage. It is also time for Congress
and the Administration to reflect upon the
sacrifices of its combat wounded veterans
and ensure that China will not once again
become our enemy. In the view of the MOPH
this objective must be reached before PNTR
status should be granted to China.

Yours in Patriotism,
FRANK G. WICKERSHAM III,

National Legislative Director.

FLEET RESERVE ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, April 21, 2000.

Hon. CHRISTOPHER H. SMITH,
M.C., House of Representatives, Washington,

DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE SMITH: Please be ad-

vised that the Fleet Reserve Association
(FRA), representing its 151,000 members, all
career and retired Sailors, Marines, and
Coast Guardsmen of the United States
Armed Forces, joins you and your colleagues
in opposing Permanent Normal Trade Rela-
tions (PNTR) for China.

FRA shares your concern that weapons of
mass destruction exported by that country
can be used against U.S. military personnel,
and also our Nation’s citizens. Further,
China already has obtained considerable
knowledge of our Nation’s weapons tech-
nology without normal trade relations.
Should the United States open its door to
normal trade relations, it is worrisome that
China will discover even more of that sen-
sitive information.

One of the most important goals of this As-
sociation is to protect its members as well as
every active duty and reserve uniformed
member of the Navy, Marine Corps, and
Coast Guard. To fulfill that commitment,
FRA must do all that it can to oppose any
move that could possibly send those brave
men and women into harms way without
‘‘rhyme or reason.’’ With the possibility that
the future will hang dark shadows over open
trading with a yet unproven China, FRA is
sensitive to the harm that country may in-
flict upon our Nation.

Loyalty, Protection, and Service,
CHARLES L. CALKINS,

National Executive Secretary.

NAVAL RESERVE ASSOCIATION,
Alexandria, VA, May 9, 2000.

Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WOLF: The Naval
Reserve Association and the Naval Enlisted
Reserve Association work together as affili-
ates to represent 37,000 officers and enlisted
members from the Naval Reserve services.
They are representative of the 89,000 Se-
lected Reservists, the 4,500 non-pay Drilling
Reservists (VTU), and the 91,000 Individual
Ready Reservists (IRR), as well as the Re-
tired Reserve community.
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As a resource to the U.S. Military, our

membership is concerned with our relation-
ship with China. Decisions made today will
be affecting the political-military balance in
the Pacific for the next 50 years. The Peoples
Republic of China may well be a rival.

Building its economy on the backs of its
people, China is also willing to risk world
stability. To generate hard currency, the
PRC is selling weapons systems to Third
World nations, including many considered
rogue states in nature.

China is aggressively building its military.
The PRC’s ambitions include reunification
by force with Taiwan, and territorial claim
over the energy resources in the inter-
national waters of the South China Sea.

The process of reviewing trade relations
with China each year is an opportunity for
Congress to influence the behavior of China
on matters of national security and human
rights.

China is the largest of four surviving Com-
munist governments in the world today.
Human rights of its citizens continue to be
violated. Evidence exists of Chinese espio-
nage within the U.S. Government and indus-
try. The PCR has effected political influence
to manipulate U.S. policy. An annual trade
review provides an element of counter bal-
ance.

Trade between nations helps maintain dip-
lomatic dialogue and exposes a country’s
citizenry to outside ideas as well as prod-
ucts. Commerce with China is growing in im-
portance for a number of U.S. Corporations.
As a nation, we should continue to expand
the marketplace, but not carte blanche. Now
is not the time to offer Permanent Normal
Trade Relationships (PNTR) for China.

MARSHALL HANSON,
Director of Legisla-

tion, Naval Reserve
Association.

DENNIS F. PIERMAN,
Executive Director,

Naval Enlisted Re-
serve Association.

WARRANT OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Herndon, VA, May 9, 2000.

Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,
Member of Congress, House of Representatives,

Washington DC.
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE WOLF: On behalf of

the members of this Association I write to
express support and appreciation of your ac-
tions and that of several of your colleagues,
in opposing Permanent Normal Trade Rela-
tions with China.

The USAWOA represents nearly 20,000 war-
rant officers of the Active Army, the Army
Guard, and the Army Reserve. These highly-
skilled men and women serve as helicopter
pilots, special forces team leaders, intel-
ligence analysts, command and control com-
puter and communications managers, arma-
ment and equipment repair technicians, and
in other technical fields critical to success of
the modern battlefield. Daily, many of them
are in harm’s way.

From our perspective, it appears that
China has done little to deserve such consid-
eration. Of more concern is the fact that
China shows few of the peaceful, democratic
traits evidenced by our Nation’s other major
trading partners. Indeed, China appears to
striving to achieve not only economic domi-
nance of the Pacific Rim but also a signifi-
cant military advantage over her neighbors,
and quite possible, the United States.

In this instance, trade and economic con-
siderations cannot take precedence over the
safety of our Nation and that of our allies
and friends. Until fundamental, lasting

changes take place in China, normalization
of trade relations should not take place.

Respectfully,
RAYMOND A. BELL,

Executive Director.

RESERVE OFFICERS ASSOCIATION
OF THE UNITED STATES,

Washington, DC, April 27, 2000.
Hon. FRANK R. WOLF,
House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CONGRESSMAN WOLF: The Reserve Of-
ficers Association (‘‘ROA’’), representing
80,000 officers in all seven Uniformed Serv-
ices, is concerned about the proposal to
grant Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(‘‘PNTR’’) to China.

ROA acknowledges the importance of our
relationship with China, including our grow-
ing economic ties to China. Nevertheless,
ROA believes that it would be a mistake to
grant PNTR to China at this time. The an-
nual process of reviewing trade relations
with China provides Congress with leverage
over Chinese behavior on national security
and human rights matters. Granting PNTR
would deprive Congress of the opportunity to
influence China to improve its human rights
record and behave as a more responsible
actor on the national security stage.

Just within the past few weeks, China has
made military threats against Taiwan and
threatened military action against the
United States if we defend Taiwan. Just four
years ago, China fired several live missiles in
the Taiwan Strait, necessitating a deploy-
ment of two American carrier battle groups
to the area.

A report issued last month by the CIA and
FBI indicates that Beijing has increased its
military spying against the United States.
Less than a year ago, the Cox Committee re-
ported that China stole classified informa-
tion regarding advanced American thermo-
nuclear weapons.

Additionally, Beijing has exported weapons
of mass destruction to Iran and North Korea,
in violation of treaty commitments. Finally,
China’s record of human rights abuses is well
documented.

A recent Harris Poll revealed that fully
79% of the American people oppose giving
China permanent access to U.S. markets
until China meets human rights and labor
standards. On this issue, Congress should re-
spect the wisdom of the American people.
Now is not the time to grant Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations to China.

Sincerely,
JAYSON L. SPIEGEL,

Executive Director.

AN OPEN LETTER TO THE CONGRESS

Hon. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, U.S.

Capitol, Washington, DC.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader, U.S. Capitol, Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER HASTERT AND SENATOR
LOTT: In recent days, proponents of granting
China Permanent Normal Trade Relations
(PNTR) status have asserted that the failure
by Congress to do so would harm U.S. na-
tional security. As individuals who have de-
voted much of our professional lives to pro-
viding for and safeguarding America’s secu-
rity and vital interests, we believe this as-
sertion to be incorrect—possibly dangerously
so.

In our judgment, the Nation ignores at its
peril threatening Chinese rhetoric and be-
havior. For example, PRC leaders and offi-
cial publications routinely refer to the
United States as ‘‘the main enemy.’’ They
have threatened ‘‘long-distance missile
strikes’’ against American cities if the U.S.

interferes with China’s coercion of Taiwan.
Beijing is using some of the hard currency it
is garnering from trade and financial deal-
ings with the United States to acquire omi-
nous weaponry, such as Russian-built
Sovremenny-class destroyers—ships whose
nuclear-capable SS–N–22 ‘‘Sunburn’’ missiles
were specifically designed to attack Amer-
ican carrier battle groups.

In December, China’s Defense Minister
General Chi Haotian told a meeting of senior
officers of the People’s Liberation Army that
China needs to prepare for an ‘‘inevitable’’
war of several years duration to break Amer-
ican ‘‘hegemony’’ in East Asia. A few months
earlier, the Central Military Commission of
the Communist Party circulated to all PLA
bases and garrisons a document in which it
declared, ‘‘The strategic superiority which
can be claimed by the U.S. is close to zero.
It does not even enjoy a sure advantage in
terms of the foreseeable scale of war and the
high-tech content which can be applied to
combat . . . After the first strategic strike,
the U.S. forces will be faced with weaponry
and logistic problems, providing us with op-
portunities for major offensives and to win
large battles.’’

Such statements and actions suggest that
the Chinese today, like the Japanese sixty
years ago, put great faith in the ability of a
materially weaker challenger to defeat a
major power which looks stronger, but which
they believe has become decadent and irreso-
lute in the use of power. If Beijing is poised
to make the same mistake that Tokyo made
in 1941, it would cost this country dearly to
prove them wrong should it come to a war
the Chinese apparently expect and for which
they are preparing. A firm American stand
now would likely avoid miscalculation later,
boost deterrence and, therefore, promote
peace in the Western Pacific and East Asia.

Toward that end, we believe that the an-
nual debate on our China policy mandated by
current law should not be eliminated at
present. It should, instead, be expanded to
place international economic ties in the
larger context of American national security
policy and interests in Asia.

The PRC clearly does not want this yearly
debate to occur, which is why granting
PNTR at this time, in the face of myriad
threats from China, is likely to be inter-
preted by Beijing as an act of appeasement.
If so, far from enhancing U.S. security, a
vote for PNTR under present circumstances
would only intensify the threat Communist
China will pose.

We believe that, under present and foresee-
able circumstances, China’s trade status and
behavior should continue to be subjected to
a formal annual review. In addition, the
United States must retain the ability to
take whatever measures are deemed nec-
essary to prevent the transfer of technology,
capital and other resources to Beijing that
could ultimately help threaten U.S. security
and American lives. We strongly urge Con-
gress to reject any China NTR or WTO-re-
lated legislation that does not contain such
safeguards.

General Robert H. Barrow, USMC (Ret.),
former Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps.

General J.B. Davis, USAF (Ret.), former
Chief of Staff, Supreme Headquarters Allied
Powers Europe.

Diana Denman, former Co-Chair, U.S.
Peace Corps Advisory Council.

Adm. Leon A. ‘Bud’ Edney, USN (Ret.),
former Supreme Allied Commander, Atlan-
tic.

Major Gen. Vincent E. Falter, USA (Ret.),
former Deputy to the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Atomic Energy.

Frank J. Gaffney, Jr., President, Center
for Security Policy and former Acting As-
sistant Secretary of Defense.
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Hon. William R. Graham, former Director

of the Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy and Science Advisor to President
Reagan.

James T. Hackett, former Acting Director
of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agen-
cy.

Adm. Kinnaird McKee, USN (Ret.), former
Director, Naval Nuclear Propulsion.

Lieutenant General Thomas H. Miller,
USMC (Ret.), former Deputy Chief of Staff
for Aviation, Headquarters U.S. Marine
Corps.

Gen. Carl Mundy, USMC (Ret.), former
Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps.

Major Gen. J. Milnor Roberts, USA (Ret.),
former Chief of Army Reserve.

General Glenn K. Otis, USA (Ret.), former
Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Army, Europe.

General John L. Piotrowski, USAF (Ret.),
former Commander, U.S. Space Command
and Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force.

Hon. Roger W. Robinson, Jr., former Sen-
ior Director, International Economic Policy,
National Security Council.

Major Gen. John K. Singlaub, USA (Ret.),
former Chief of Staff, U.S. Forces Korea.

Hon. Gerald B.H. Solomon, former Member
of the U.S. House of Representatives.

Gen. Donn A. Starry, USA (Ret.), former
Commander, U.S. Army Readiness Com-
mand.

Hon. James H. Webb, Jr., former Secretary
of the Navy.

General Joseph J. Went, USMC (Ret.),
former Assistant Commandant, U.S. Marine
Corps.

General Louis H. Wilson, USMC (Ret.),
former Commandant, U.S. Marine Corps.

[From the Center for Security Policy]
TWENTY-ONE NATIONAL SECURITY LEADERS

URGE REJECTION OF PNTR
WASHINGTON, D.C.—On the eve the House of

Representatives vote on granting the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China Permanent Normal
Trade Relations (PNTR) status the Center
for Security Policy released an Open Letter
to Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott and
Speaker of the House Dennis Hastert (see the
attached). This letter, which was signed by
over twenty of the Nation’s most eminent se-
curity policy practitioners and retired mili-
tary officers, argues forcefully that the
granting China PNTR would harm U.S. na-
tional security.

This letter comes on the heels of numerous
appeals by the Nation’s largest veterans and
military service organizations who have ex-
pressed their opposition to rewarding China’s
threatening rhetoric and behavior by remov-
ing the yearly review of China’s trading sta-
tus. These groups, including the American
Legion, Veterans of Foreign Wars, the Re-
serve Officers Association of the United
States, the Warrant Officers Association, the
Fleet Reserve Association, the Military
Order of the Purple Heart, AMVETS, the
Naval Reserve Association and the Naval En-
listed Reserve Association and the signato-
ries of today’s letter should be commended
for their defense of America’s security and
principles.

The Open Letter’s signatories include:
three former Commandants of the U.S. Ma-
rine Corps (General Robert H. Barrow, Gen-
eral Carl Mundy and General Louis H. Wil-
son); seven retired four-staff general officers
(former Chief of Staff, Supreme Head-
quarters Allied Powers Europe, General J.B.
Davis, USAF; former Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Atlantic, Admiral Leon ‘Bud’
Edney, USN; former Director, Naval Nuclear
Propulsion, Admiral Kinnaird McKee, USN
(Ret.); former Commander-in-Chief, U.S.
Army, Europe, General Glenn K. Otis, USA
(Ret.); former Commander, U.S. Space Com-

mand and Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Air Force,
General John L. Piotrowski USAF (Ret.);
former Commander, U.S. Army Readiness
Command, General Donn A. Starry, USA
(Ret.); and former Assistant Commandant,
U.S. Marine Corps, General Joseph J. Went,
USMC (Ret.)); former Secretary of the Navy,
James H. Webb, Jr.; former Science Advisor
to President Reagan, William R. Graham;
and former Chairman of the House Rules
Committee, Gerald B.H. Solomon.

The Open Letter reads in part:
‘‘[T]he Chinese today, like the Japanese

sixty years ago, put great faith in the ability
of a materially weaker challenger to defeat a
major power which looks stronger, but which
they believe has become decadent and irreso-
lute in the use of power. If Beijing is poised
to make the same mistake that Tokyo made
in 1941, it would cost this country dearly to
prove them wrong should it come to a war
the Chinese apparently expect and for which
they are preparing. A firm American stand
now would likely avoid miscalculation later,
boost deterrence and, therefore, promote
peace in the Western Pacific and East Asia.
Toward that end, we believe that the annual
debate on our China policy mandated by cur-
rent law should not be eliminated at present.
It should, instead, be expanded to place
international economic ties in the larger
context of American national security policy
and interests in Asia.’’

The Center urges Congress to weigh care-
fully the arguments of these highly re-
spected and accomplished authorities and, in
so doing, to discount dubious appeals for
granting China PNTR on national security
grounds.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of granting permanent normal trade
relations to the People’s Republic of China. I
do not presume that my comments will change
any of my colleagues minds but please allow
me to tell you why I am in support of this
measure.

During the 19th Century, European powers,
more or less, forced their own way into China
by militarily demanding exclusive trade con-
cessions. More often than not, these trade
concessions benefitted the European mer-
chants almost unilaterally. In this age of impe-
rialism, little concern was given to the ‘‘eco-
nomic benefit’’ received by the Chinese people
in general. To be sure, there were many Chi-
nese feudal lords and merchants who grew
very wealthy from trading with the Europeans,
but as a matter of course, widespread eco-
nomic prosperity would not reach the average
Chinese peasant or urban laborer until well
into the late 20th Century.

The United States during this age of impe-
rialism was steadfast in promoting the ‘‘Open
Door Policy’’ whereby no nation was excluded
from trade with China. Of course, this privilege
was limited to only but a few great maritime
powers. Nevertheless the concept of free
trade and open access to markets was there.

The point of recalling this history is to un-
derstand China’s present frame of political ref-
erence. China was, in many ways, abused by
the Western foreign powers for much of the
19th and early 20th Centuries. In the turmoil
that followed the Second World War, the Chi-
nese Communists seized power in a revolution
of the peasantry. In establishing a paranoid
one-party authoritarian state, the west’s colo-
nial legacy has remained a rather contem-
porary influence in the body politic of China’s
leaders. In the years since the Cultural Revo-
lution, China has made tremendous in roads
to opening up and embracing many market

concepts. True, they still are ruled by an intol-
erant regime that has an abhorrent human
rights, labor rights, women’s rights, civil lib-
erties, and environmental record. True, they
are also modernizing their military and repeat-
edly engage in political ‘‘saber rattling.’’

Yet anyone who has bothered to study Chi-
nese history will instantly recognize that it is
China who fears the western world’s eco-
nomic, political, and military power. It is China
who fears being isolated and contained. Bei-
jing recognizes that as a developing nation
they need to be a part of the global economy
in order to survive and become more pros-
perous. Since China increasingly depends on
the connections to the global economy, they
indeed have more to loose if they are cut out.
Part of the motivation behind the trade accord,
as brokered by President Clinton, is to ‘‘nor-
malize’’ the trade and economic links of China
with the global economy and thereby cement
China’s dependence upon this community,
which is subject to the rule of law.

So, let us now turn briefly to the agreement
as drafted in this bill. To address some of the
rhetoric let us turn to the facts. All this agree-
ment does is remove the annual Congres-
sional review process, as required by the 1974
Trade Act, before granting normal trade rela-
tions to China for the year. In granting this
‘‘permanent’’ status, China will then be able to
work towards joining the World Trade Organi-
zation (WTO). In this agreement, the granting
of PNTR by the United States only goes into
effect upon China’s admittance to the WTO.
This process could take years. In the mean-
time this body loses nothing; the annual NTR
review would still apply. In addition, there are
many legal and market oriented hoops that the
Chinese government must comply with in
order to become a member of the WTO. Once
China is a member of the WTO, the United
States still can impose sanctions on China but
they have to be ‘‘WTO consistent.’’ This
means that if for national security reasons or
other qualifying reasons, the President feels it
is necessary to impose economic sanctions, it
would be within our rights to do so.

One concern is that in passing this bill, Con-
gress abdicates its ability to have economic le-
verage over China. There are many other
processes to affect this ‘‘leverage’’ over China.
For example, the U.S. could use the power of
the Export-Import Bank, TDA and OPIC to
apply pressure on China. Finally, the Levin-
Bereuter language that establishes a Congres-
sional Executive Commission on Human
Rights and Labor Abuses in China, will annu-
ally grant this body the opportunity to inves-
tigate and criticize China’s abuse in these
areas. This language preserves our commit-
ment and ability to annually address Human
Rights and Labor Abuses in China.

Mr. Speaker the strengths of granting PNTR
clearly outweigh the weaknesses. It will un-
doubtedly benefit American businesses and
open China’s markets in U.S. goods. Plain
and simple, this agreement is about trade. My
colleagues, China has along way to go to-
wards reforming its civil society but you cannot
genuinely compare the current regime in
China to the government of Nazi Germany in
the 1930s. Unlike the Nazi’s, China is not bent
on world domination. The Chinese have no
military plans to occupy parts of California or
New York.

Mr. Speaker, trade inevitably liberalizes a
society. Look at South Korea, Taiwan, Indo-
nesia, Spain, Portugal, Chile and Argentina.
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The former authoritarian regimes in these na-
tions were undoubtedly weakened by the per-
meating influence of open markets and the
free flow of goods, capital, and ideas. As we
stand here on the precipice of change, we
have an opportunity to take a first step to-
wards exposing China towards the benefits
and responsibilities of trade and the rule of
law. Granting PNTR and China’s membership
in the WTO is not a panacea. It may change
China in profound ways that were not antici-
pated by most Americans. But in the end, the
long road ahead for our national security and
economic security begins with this first step.
We should grant PNTR and continue to en-
gage China.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, the decision
on whether or not we should grant normal
trade status to China is always a difficult one.
In 1995 and 1996, I supported renewing trade
with China because there were indications that
the Chinese were moving in the right direction
toward a more open free society. However,
abiding concerns about human rights, religious
persecution, proliferation of advanced missile
technology, and saber rattling toward Taiwan
and China’s other neighbors led me to vote
against granting normal trade status to China
during the last three years.

This year, however, the debate over grant-
ing normal trade relations with China is dif-
ferent. We face a momentous decision about
the future of jobs in the United States and
specifically greater employment prospects for
men and women living in Georgia’s Eighth
Congressional district. The administration ne-
gotiated a one way agreement with China that
mandates significant reductions in tariffs as a
part of China’s entry into the World Trade Or-
ganization as well as includes import safe-
guards for sensitive industries like textiles. In
1998, Georgia exported over $338 million
worth of goods and services to China. China
has an estimated $750 billion in infrastructure
needs over the next ten years. Companies
and industries located here in middle and
south Georgia are well positioned to take ad-
vantage of this auspicious opportunity. Thou-
sands of Georgia’s workers at companies
such as Brown & Williamson Tobacco Cor-
poration in Macon, Rayonier in Baxley,
Barnesville, and Lumber City, Hudson Pecan
Company in Ocilla, International Paper in
Folkston, BP Amoco in Hazlehurst and Nash-
ville, Blue Bird Body Corporation in Fort Val-
ley, and CSX Corporation in Waycross all sup-
port increased trade with China.

I continue to be concerned with a number of
issues related to China. But today we must
decide whether or not we will close the door
to expanded markets for products made in
Georgia, alienate the most populous nation in
the world, and lose a genuine opportunity to
build a dialogue with China and spread Amer-
ican values of freedom, democracy, and mar-
ket economics consequently improving the
lives of 1.6 billion people. We should condemn
China’s brutal repression against its citizens
and continue to vigilantly monitor human rights
abuses. We will ensure that our military and
intelligence capabilities are strong and robust
enough to meet the challenges of any Chinese
aggression. We must pry open the Chinese
market and tear down pernicious trade bar-
riers that block American goods and services
and restrain prosperity.

We cannot change Chinese civilization over-
night. But turning our back on China now and

limiting our opportunities for improving our re-
lationship with the Chinese is not the answer
either. Rejecting trade with China only frus-
trates efforts by American businesses to ex-
pand their worldwide sales and create jobs
here at home.

We must continue to be concerned about
human rights and labor issues in China. We
will now have a forum like we have never had
to dialogue on these issues.

For the agricultural community, the benefits
of trade with China are enormous. Chinese
tariffs on pecans will be reduced 35 percent,
tobacco 40 percent, and textiles 13.7 percent.
For the manufacturing community, the job se-
curity and job creation potential are great. Tar-
iffs on wood products will be slashed 64 per-
cent, agriculture equipment 50 percent, and
aluminum 33 percent. In fact, most every agri-
cultural and manufacturing group or company
in the state of Georgia supports expanding
trade relations with China.

Granting China normal trade relations will
be beneficial to our district and the state. But
more importantly, building better friendships
with the Chinese people, teaching them about
the value of open, democratic, and free soci-
eties, and bringing China into the legal, cul-
tural, and economic community of nations will
create a better world for the next generation.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I will
vote against this bill. Deciding how to vote on
this has not been easy, and I want to explain
how I’ve arrived at my decision.

I began by reviewing the developments that
led to the decision we are asked to make
today.

In November 1999, after nearly 14 years of
negotiations, the U.S. and China reached a bi-
lateral agreement covering market access
issues with China, taking the first step to Chi-
na’s admission to the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO).

For the U.S. to benefit from China’s acces-
sion to the WTO, Congress must first grant
unconditional and permanent NTR to China.
This means we would no longer have the an-
nual opportunity to review China’s record on
human and worker rights, which Congress has
done since the passage of the Trade Act in
1974. The Trade Act includes an amendment
that denies NTR for China, which congress
has voted to waive since 1980. I think this has
been an important exercise that has enabled
Congress to regularly review China’s progress
in human and worker rights. Some argue that
this ‘‘sword of Damocles’’ that we hang annu-
ally over the heads of the Chinese isn’t putting
a stop to human rights violations. But we
should ask what might have happened if we
hadn’t exercised this leverage. Human rights
organizations and dissidents tell me that as
the vote approaches every year in Congress,
the situation in China becomes a little less
grim. To me, that indicates that the annual re-
view of Congress continues to be important.

The agreement negotiated last November
would require China to open its markets wide-
ly and deeply, and would provide new trade
and investment opportunities for U.S. busi-
nesses. But there remain unanswered ques-
tions about the economic consequences of the
agreement and whether the immediate bene-
fits to U.S. producers will be as great as some
have claimed. For instance, it is unclear
whether the agreement will improve our in-
creasing trade imbalance with China, a deficit
valued annually at $69 billion. It is unclear

whether most of the benefits of the agreement
will be realized by U.S. companies that invest
directly in China and use China primarily as
an export platform, or whether there will be an
increase in imports of U.S.-made goods to
China. It also remains unclear on what terms
the U.S. and China would trade in the ab-
sence of the WTO agreement—some analysts
maintain that the 1979 U.S.-bilateral treaty
would allow the U.S. to benefit from some, if
not all, of the provisions in the WTO agree-
ment, even if the agreement itself doesn’t go
into effect.

So, I have questions about the details and
effects of the trade agreement.

But my misgivings about granting perma-
nent NTR status to China don’t revolve around
questions of the benefits of trade as much as
about the question of who will benefit. We
hear from free trade advocates that permanent
NTR will be good for the people of China.
There’s an underlying assumption here that
free trade invariably leads to development and
democracy. Markets do produce change, but
not necessarily ‘‘development’’ in a positive
sense. Markets without law produce the kind
of capitalism we see in Russia, and markets
without democracy produce an Indonesian-
style economic disaster. I agree that open
markets and more porous borders have
helped lift up the lives of people in many
countries of the world. But I am also alarmed
about the growing economic inequality within
and between countries. Unless free trade is
also fair trade, we risk lifting up the few to the
detriment of the many. Economic openness
accompanied by tighter restrictions on basic
freedoms. Even now, China claims its action
in arresting and imprisoning pro-democracy
activists and Falun Gong followers are done in
the name of the ‘‘rule of law.’’

Fortunately, the vote on permanent NTR is
not a vote on whether to isolate China from
the rest of the world. The forces of
globalization have already changed China and
connected it to the world in ways even China’s
leadership can’t control. Even now, China re-
ceives far more foreign direct investment than
any other developing country. Trade, invest-
ment, and reform will continue whether or not
the U.S. grants China permanent NTR. And
this doesn’t mean that the U.S. would nec-
essarily be left out of the mix. Despite threats
to impose stiff tariffs on U.S. firms doing busi-
ness in China if permanent NTR does not
pass, China’s paramount concern right now is
its economy and finding ways to bring it into
the 21st century. If China is determined to find
this path, it is doubtful that it would choose to
neglect the very country that consumes 40
percent of its exports.

After careful consideration, I have decided I
cannot support permanent NTR for China at
this time. There are five main reasons why.

First, if there is any constant in China’s be-
havior, it is that China does not do what it
says it will do, especially as regards trade. In
my view, a WTO agreement can advance eco-
nomic reform in China only if it is enforced.
The WTO was founded on the assumption
that its members respect international laws.
But China has violated all four bilateral trade
agreements that it has entered with the U.S.
since 1992. Already, some of China’s min-
istries have moved to protect themselves
against the effect of WTO membership. It
seems to me that if we can expect massive
violations from China based on its record of
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noncompliance with existing trade agree-
ments, we should be concerned that the WTO
multilateral dispute mechanisms—already
cumbersome—are not constructed to handle
this kind of load.

Second is the concern I touched on earlier
about the importance of the leverage provided
by the annual NTR review. China’s record of
violating its citizens’ fundamental human rights
of freedom of speech, religion and association
will be harder, not easier, to challenge if Con-
gress grants PNTR.

Third, I have many concerns about labor the
environmental standards that the November
1999 agreement does not take into account. If
we don’t insist now—before we grant perma-
nent NTR—that China commit to making
progress in these areas, what could be our
best chance for these reforms will be closed
off.

Fourth, there is important symbolism to con-
sider. Granting China permanent NTR would
send a powerful message to Asia’s genuine
fledgling democracies—Thailand, the Phil-
ippines, Korea, and Indonesia, where workers
have the right to organize—that they no longer
have to abide by internationally recognized
human and labor rights. Granting China per-
manent NTR would also send a troubling mes-
sage that although we hold other countries ac-
countable through sanctions for arms sales,
threats to neighboring democracies, or human
rights abuses, we are not willing to do the
same for China. While I am not advocating
sanctions for China, neither do I believe we
should turn a blind eye to China’s human
rights abuses by granting permanent NTR.

This leads me to my fifth reason, which to
me is the most important. China has racked
up a dismal human rights record year after
year, despite signing two UN covenants on
human rights prior to President Clinton’s trip to
Beijing in 1998. In fact, according to recent re-
ports by the State Department, Human Rights
Watch, and other organizations, the situation
has deteriorated markedly since late 1998.
Even now at the current meeting of the UN
Human Rights Commission in Geneva, China
is fighting a U.S. effort to censure Beijing for
its worsening human rights record. In the
name of ‘‘social stability,’’ China has effec-
tively banned opposition political parties, fur-
ther constrained free association and religious
expression, sped up the pace of arrests and
executions of activists, and interfered with the
free flow of information through restrictions on
the Internet. This is all in addition to
extrajudicial killings, torture and mistreatment
of prisoners, forced confessions, arbitrary ar-
rest and detention, and denial of due process.
Just recently, a constituent of mine in West-
minster asked for help in getting his Chinese
parents released from a jail in Hubei Province,
where they are being detained for their Falun
Gong practice. We’ve done what we can, but
as far as I know, they’re still there.

Before we grant PNTR, we should insist that
China ratify and live up to the two UN human
rights treaties it has already signed. We
should ask that it take steps to begin disman-
tling its ‘‘reeducation through labor’’ system,
which allows officials to sentence citizens to
labor camps for up to three years without judi-
cial review. We should insist that China
change its repressive policies regarding the Ti-
betan people and open Tibet to regular access
by UN human rights and humanitarian agen-
cies and foreign journalists. If we don’t insist

now—before we grant permanent NTR—that
China live up to agreements it has signed and
that it adhere to international standards of
human rights, China will have no incentive to
move in this direction.

Some have suggested that the ‘‘brave’’ posi-
tion to take is to vote to grant normal trade re-
lations to China. I disagree. For me it is far
more difficult to cast a vote that some might
say would close the door on a developing
country and its billion citizens, all of whom de-
serve the benefits that truly free trade can
bring. On the contrary, I’ll be the first to wel-
come China if—as it opens it markets—it also
will open its prisons; lift restrictions on speech,
association, and religious expression; protect
the rights of its workers; and respect its envi-
ronment.

I don’t believe we can or should ignore
China. To do so would risk ignoring important
economic opportunities and strategic and se-
curity considerations. I believe we should en-
courage China’s economic modernization, but
we should also encourage China to take the
leap into the 21st century in more than just
economic ways.

The question is not whether to engage
China, it is how and on whose terms. I was
encouraged by the efforts of Representative
LEVIN and Representative BEREUTER to seek a
way in which to maintain pressure on China to
improve its record on human rights, compli-
ance with core labor standards, and develop-
ment of the rule of law. That is why I voted for
the rule, which added the Levin-Bereuter pro-
visions to the bill. These provisions still don’t
go far enough—given that they have no power
of enforcement—to allow me to change my
position. But I believe they reflect the right
spirit, a spirit that is about trying actively to
shape globalization, not passively closing our
doors. Although I cannot support permanent
NTR today, I remain committed to this activist
course.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, granting China
Permanent Normal Trade Relations status is
unwise, unprincipled, and counterproductive.

American multi-national corporations are re-
alistic enough to understand that most of them
will never sell anything in China. They will cre-
ate production platforms taking advantage of
cheap labor and non-existent health, safety,
and environmental regulations to replace
American men and women who work for a liv-
ing wage in the United States.

In our economic relations with China, it is
we who have the leverage, not the Chinese.
They have a $70 billion trade surplus with the
United States—and this surplus is vital for
their military armament plans and their eco-
nomic progress. We have all the cards but
pretend to be impotent.

Mr. Speaker, fig leaves have a noble func-
tion in Greek sculpture—they conceal valuable
and at times indispensable parts. The ‘‘Com-
mission’’ proposed in this legislation gives a
bad name to fig leaves. We have govern-
mental and private studies overflowing our
desks, all proving the outrageous human
rights abuses, violations of religious freedom,
and the denial of political discourse that per-
meate China. No one in his or her right mind
believes for a moment that yet another com-
mission will have any impact on the dictatorial
regime in Beijing.

China’s victory in this struggle today, how-
ever, will be carefully studied and imitated by
the new KGB-trained President of Russia. Our

ability to advocate pluralism, religious free-
dom, and political liberties in Russia will be
profoundly crippled by the hypocrisy of this de-
bate today. President Putin will have no trou-
ble learning the lesson that what we really
care about is stability and investment opportu-
nities. All the rhetoric about liberty, freedom of
the press, and religious freedom is just that—
sheer rhetoric with no substance.

Mr. Speaker, China already has Normal
Trade Relations with the United States. This
measure on which we are voting today merely
protects this repulsive regime from an annual
debate in the Congress, which over the past
decade has pointed out China’s serious short-
comings. Now the government in Beijing will
have a free ride.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Speaker, after considering
the arguments for and against PNTR, I have
concluded that rejecting it would be a serious
mistake and passing it would benefit Georgia’s
and our area’s economy.

China will soon enter the World Trade Orga-
nization (WTO), which oversees the rules of
international commerce. The United States is
already a member. WTO rules say that mem-
bers must grant one another ‘‘unconditional’’
low-tariff access to their markets. The current
process of annual votes by Congress on
China trade amounts to a ‘‘condition.’’ Hence,
the U.S. would be out of compliance with
WTO rules if PNTR was not passed.

To gain entry into the WTO, China has
agreed to open markets that have long been
closed, such as agriculture, services, tech-
nology, telecommunications, and manufac-
tured goods, and will drop or greatly reduce
tariffs. The U.S. has already opened our mar-
kets. U.S. exports to China have tripled over
the past decade. But China’s exports to the
U.S. are seven times greater. That deficit
should drop with an expansion of U.S. goods
and services under PNTR and WTO.

Unfortunately, China will only give these
market-opening benefits to countries that give
Chinese products ‘‘unconditional’’ access. So,
if we fail to give China PNTR, they will shut
U.S. companies out of huge business opportu-
nities in a fast-growing economy of 1.2 billion
people. That would impact jobs in our area
greatly, according to Governor Roy Barnes,
Agriculture Commissioner Tommy Irvin, the
342,000-members of the Georgia Farm Bu-
reau, Proctor and Gamble, Merck Pharma-
ceutical, Miller Brewing, Phillip Morris, Kraft
Foods, Georgia Pacific, Weyerhaeuer, Ayres
Aircraft, Carter Manufacturing, Griffin Chem-
ical, Coca-Cola, Bell South, Georgia Power,
AT&T, Cargill, Tyson Foods, Gold Kist, Amer-
ican Cotton Shippers, Synovus Financial,
AFLAC, UPS, Tobacco Association of the
United States, Brown and Williamson, and
countless others.

Too many people associated with these
area businesses would lose. We just can’t af-
ford NOT to grant PNTR.

Some, including myself, have expressed
deeply-felt and well-reasoned concerns about
PNTR. Some, including veterans groups, have
questioned whether it might compromise our
national security. Some farmers and business
entrepreneurs feel China’s proclivity for cheat-
ing might put the U.S. at an export disadvan-
tage. Others express concern about rewarding
a country like China with a horrible record of
political suppression, religious persecution,
and unfair and inhumane labor practices. I
share all of these concerns.
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Upon close analysis, however, I believe that

failure to pass PNTR would have even worse
consequences. Our national security would be
endangered because rejection of PNTR would
send a clear message that we view China as
an adversary. The Chinese are modernizing a
military that has more manpower than any
country on earth, and only because of our cur-
rent engagement policy have they agreed to
stop transferring anti-ship cruise missiles to
Iran and other rogue nations for cash. If they
view us as an adversary, rather than a trading
partner, they will continue to transfer weapons
of mass destruction and endanger our national
security.

Moreover, if we are seen as an adversary to
China, our bilateral relations with other Asian
countries such as Singapore, Thailand, Malay-
sia, Indonesia, Taiwan, and even Japan would
be affected. These countries would have to
align themselves with China, their strong
neighbor, or the U.S. on the other side of the
world. Taiwan President-elect Chen shui-Bian
supports PNTR because he says it would pro-
mote greater cooperation between mainland
China and the free world as well as contribute
to peace and stability.

As for human rights, labor and environ-
mental issues, it is clear the U.S. cannot exert
influence if it is disengaged. Although the ef-
fectiveness of the oversight measures in the
PNTR package is disputed, the measures do,
in fact, make workable mechanisms available
to the U.S. to take retaliatory action against
any breakdown in our expectations of China.
With the passage of PNTR, China will have
the opportunity to prove to the world its ability
to greatly improve its record. In turn, the U.S.
and other WTO nations, will have the oppor-
tunity to hold China more accountable.

My vote for PNTR is a vote to open markets
in China’s in order to promote jobs in Georgia,
and for a safer world.

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, China has a
continuing legacy of human rights violations
and oppression which cannot be ignored. Year
after year we have been told, ‘‘Give most-fa-
vored-nation status to China and their govern-
ment will be forced to reform.’’ We heard that
during the Bush years. We hear it during the
Clinton years.

Let us look at the score card a little bit.
We gave most-favored-nation status and

they continue their policy of population plan-
ning with forced abortion.

We gave most-favored-nation status and
they continue not to tolerate any dissent of
any kind; the imprisonments, the torture, and
the killings go on.

It was reported in the beginning of May that
Chinese police cut off a villager’s tongue after
he was detained for writing anti-corruption slo-
gans on a communist party office building.

We gave most-favored-nation status and
they continue to try to stamp out any religion
that is not state-supported religion.

‘‘In February, the family of 60-year-old Chen
Zixiu, a Falun Gong follower, were asked to
collect her body from a police station in
Shandong province where she had been de-
tained for four days. Her body was covered
with bruises, her teeth were broken and there
was blood coming out of her ears. She was
arrested on suspicion of planning to go to Bei-
jing to petition the authorities against the ban-
ning of the Falun Gong.’’

We gave most-favored-nation status and
their policy of cultural genocide in Tibet con-
tinues.

‘‘The International Campaign for Tibet re-
ports that more than 1,000 monks and nuns
were expelled from their monasteries and nun-
neries in 1999, bringing to more than 11,000
the number of monks and nuns turned out of
their monasteries since the beginning of the
‘Strike Hard’ campaign in 1996.’’

We gave most-favored-nation status and
they sell nuclear and missile technology to
some of our worst enemies.

‘‘In addition, Beijing is aggressively devel-
oping strategic ties with Burma, North Korea,
Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Pakistan.’’

We gave most-favored-nation status and
they make plans to invade Taiwan.

‘‘An internal document prepared by China’s
Central Military Commission and published in
the Western press states that the United
States will ‘pay a high price’ if it intervenes in
any China-Taiwan military conflict.’’

We gave most-favored-nation status to
them, and they have the biggest buildup of nu-
clear missile development of any country on
the face of the earth.

PNTR supporters say access to China’s
huge market will increase U.S. businesses ex-
ports and create extra jobs in America. As it
is, we have a 70 billion dollar trade deficit with
China and most proponents of the agreement
admit our deficit will continue to grow.

‘‘In all likelihood there will be no great im-
provement in the trade balance. . . . And
there will be no net extra jobs.’’—National
Journal.

The United States should not sell out for the
promise of an extra buck. . . . a promise that
will not be kept even if PNTR is passed.

If you have a rabid dog in your backyard,
you don’t welcome him into your home.

Vote ‘‘no’’ on PNTR with China.
Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in

support of normal trading relations with China.
Trying to determine what course will be the

best for the United States and for the people
of China in the long run is not easy. No one
has a crystal ball. However, I believe that is in
the best interests of the United States and of
the people of China to have more contact with
and interaction rather than less.

First of all, trade with China directly affects
hard-working Americans in my district. For ex-
ample, more than one-third of our agricultural
production is exported, and China is the larg-
est potential overseas market for our cotton,
beef, and other products.

Secondly, we cannot afford to forget that
China has more people than any other country
in the world; it has the world’s largest econ-
omy after ours; and it has a strong military
with missiles and nuclear warheads which can
reach the United States. While Chinese lead-
ers have done a number of things with which
we do not agree, we should not ignore or cut
off contact with a country that will inevitably
play an increasingly important role in world af-
fairs.

Finally, I believe that continuing trade with
China is in the best interests of the people of
China. They have more freedom today, than
they ever had since the Communists took con-
trol in 1949. The areas where people have the
greatest freedom are those areas with the
most contact with the outside world. We
should not hesitate to speak out strongly for
the values we hold dear, such as freedom of
religion. But we will not help the people of
China to obtain that freedom by cutting back
on our trade, contacts, and influence there.

For these reasons I will vote for normal
trade relations with China and continue to
work for the national security interests and val-
ues of the United States.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, Congress takes
an historic step today in considering legislation
to grant normal trade relations to China. We
do this to position our workers, firms, and
farmers to take maximum advantage of the
vast opportunities offered as a result of Chi-
na’s decision to join the WTO.

Just as importantly, we do this to reinforce
the reformers in China who look in our direc-
tion and at our success, as they attempt to
move the Chinese economy out from under
the iron grip of Communism and stranglehold
of state control. China’s decision to adopt the
WTO system of fair trade rules is a choice to
impose the discipline of market-based prin-
ciples throughout a vast country of 1.2 billion
people. In my estimation, the revolutionary
change WTO rules will bring to the Chinese
economy dwarfs any other avenue of influence
available to the U.S.

The trade agreement with China and this
vote to normalize trade relations between our
two countries have been hard fought and long
awaited. For fourteen years, through Democrat
and Republican Administrations, this body in-
sisted that we would not take an empty trade
deal with China. At last we have succeeded in
obtaining a great win for Americans. In addi-
tion to the commercial benefits, this bill turns
our relationship with China in a positive direc-
tion. By reinforcing the efforts of Chinese citi-
zens fighting for change, we magnify our
chances of maintaining peace, stability and
security in Asia.

In bringing China into the WTO, we will ob-
tain access to the WTO dispute settlement
mechanism to systematically tear down bar-
riers, if China chooses to be recalcitrant in any
area. With a WTO finding on our side, and the
collective judgment of 135 countries against
China, we multiply ten-fold our leverage to
bring China into compliance with the rules of
fair trade. In the event China chooses to flaunt
a WTO finding against it, we would have the
ready option of imposing WTO-legal trade
sanctions.

I expect this new approach to solving trade
disputes with China to be many times more ef-
fective than our current method of threatening
unilateral trade sanctions under Section 301.

Over the past 21 years, China has sought to
reform its economy, encouraging the growth of
the private sector. Since 1979, China’s gov-
ernment policy toward the private sector has
evolved from prohibition, to toleration, to active
encouragement. The number of private sector
employees (i.e. those working for a privately
owned Chinese company or self-employed)
rose from 4.5 million in 1985 to an estimated
81.3 million in 1999. Accounting for over half
of China’s economic output, the private sector
in China has become a major force in the
country’s economic development.

China’s membership in the WTO will require
it to privatize a substantial portion of its econ-
omy, not only to conform to the WTO, but also
to be able to compete internationally. Reduced
government control over the economy will en-
hance living standards and economic freedom
for the average Chinese citizen.

The growth of the private sector in China,
which WTO membership will further encour-
age, has allowed many more Chinese citizens
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to choose their employment, education, hous-
ing and recreation free from state control. Ac-
cording to CRS, privatization ‘‘has reduced the
pervasiveness of the work unit as a means of
social control’’.

We know that U.S. foreign investment ex-
poses Chinese workers and managers to such
principles as merit-based pay and promotion,
individual rights and privacy, ethical business
practices, transparency of business and pay-
roll transactions, and free access to more in-
formation. Internet usages and the consequent
flow of information into China are surging. Mo-
torola, my own corporate constituent, provides
wireless communications equipment that en-
ables Chinese citizens to gain access to, and
utilize affordable communications services.

Motorola directly promotes the exchange of
ideas by sending hundreds of Chinese em-
ployees to its U.S. facilities each year to at-
tend technology, engineering, and manage-
ment seminars. In a country where only 10–
15% of the people have access to a college
education, this is precious training that allows
for eye-opening exposure to the American way
of life.

In 1998, Motorola established the Center for
Enterprise Excellence (CEE) to provide train-
ing for management of China’s ailing state-
owned enterprises. As of June 1999, 500 ex-
ecutives and engineers of 75 state-owned en-
terprises from 15 provinces had received train-
ing. Motorola also provides scholarships to 8
universities in China—with money disbursed to
approximately 1,000 students and 100 teach-
ers every year.

Caterpillar has also worked with Illinois
State University (ISU) to establish a learning
center in Beijing.

Motorola pioneered a company-subsidized
Employee Home Ownership Program in
China. The program provides for an additional
20% of each employee’s salary to be paid into
a special housing fund. The money can be
withdrawn and used to buy or rent a house or
apartment, or to renovate an existing home.

U.S. companies export U.S. concepts of vol-
unteerism, charitable giving, and community
activism. For example, Motorola has contrib-
uted approximately $1.5 million to China’s
Project Hope—which focuses on providing
funds and mobilizing non-governmental re-
sources to support elementary school edu-
cation in the poorest rural districts in China.
Through these donations, Project Hope has
built 24 primary schools and financed edu-
cation for more than 6,700 children.

In short, a vote for normal trade relations,
which will allow these types of exchanges to
continue, is a vote for bringing American val-
ues and ideals much closer to average Chi-
nese citizens.

I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R. 4444.
[From the Daily Herald, May 23, 2000]

THE CASE FOR CHINA TRADE

Like it or not, China is a growing eco-
nomic and military force with whom Wash-
ington must deal over time.

U.S. business interest are urging Congress
to permanently normalize trade relations
with China in a vote this week. That would
drive China’s tariffs down and further open
the vast Asian nation to a wide range of
American products.

American labor, by contrast, is lobbying
hard for Congress to reject Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations. Unions argue that jobs
would flow away from Americans and to
poorly paid and highly exploited Chinese
workers.

That many Chinese workers toil under
miserable conditions is beyond dispute. But
the hard reality is that their lives will not
improve by Congress rejecting normalized
trade with China.

China is going to be admitted to the World
Trade Organization whether Congress OKs
permanent normal trade relations or not.
European nations have already built their
own trade bridges while China. Congressional
rejection of permanent trade status for
China would merely guarantee that Euro-
pean and Pacific Rim nations would benefit
from China’s reduced tariffs and do so with-
out competition from U.S. business. Illinois
farmers and suburban companies such as Mo-
torola would miss an opportunity that would
carry direct and ripple benefits for thousands
of workers here.

That’s the economic side of the story. The
political side is that Congress, by turning
down permanent trade status, would intro-
duce new tensions into U.S.-Chinese rela-
tions that would serve no positive purpose
for the United States or China’s citizens.

Like it or note, China is a growing eco-
nomic and military force with whom Wash-
ington must deal over time. Those dealings
are often frustrated, given China’s oppres-
sion of its citizens, aggressive stance toward
Taiwan, ambitious weapons acquisition and
resistance to granting political liberty even
as it experiments with limited economic
freedom.

But to nurture a long-term relationship
with Cuba is nonetheless in the best inter-
ests of the United States, and such a rela-
tionship can be better built and sustained be-
tween two countries that are cooperating—
not battling—over commerce.

China’s leaders make it difficult for Wash-
ington to work with Beijing even when doing
so is in America’s better interests. That was
true when Richard Nixon traveled to China
and when the U.S. agreed to China’s admis-
sion to the United Nations. It remains true
today, when a vote for permanent trade sta-
tus is a tough vote but the correct vote
noneless.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, we are
making a critical decision today on whether to
grant permanent normal trade relations to
China. This is not an easy decision. Before
casting my vote, I considered the advice and
counsel of my constituents and experts in the
field. And, after weighing the complexity of the
PNTR issue and the long-term implications of
this vote, I have decided to vote against grant-
ing permanent normal trade relations to China.

While this bill would have an important eco-
nomic impact, it fails to honor American values
regarding human rights, labor protections and
the environment.

Free and fair trade makes sense for Amer-
ica. If given a level playing field, American
companies and workers can compete with any
other in the international marketplace. Indeed,
to a great degree, globalization and free trade
have helped to sustain this country’s record
prosperity and economic expansion over the
past decade.

Yet, free trade alone, without consideration
for human rights, basic labor standards, and
environmental protection will only encourage a
race to the bottom.

For over a decade, I have been troubled by
the message our China policy has sent to the
Chinese people, to our citizens and to the rest
of the world. Despite egregious human rights
violations, China’s export of weapons of mass
destruction around the world, repeated crack-
downs on religious freedom and its continued
occupation of Tibet, we have refused to estab-

lish a bottom line in our relationship with
China.

Regardless of the policies pursued by the
Chinese regime, we continue to send a mes-
sage that economic interests override our con-
cerns regarding abuses of human rights, labor
standards and the environment.

Just as our trade policy with Japan and Eu-
rope has evolved throughout the years to give
priority to issues such as market access and
intellectual property rights, we need to ensure
that basic labor and environmental standards
and respect for human rights be given similar
weight at the negotiating table.

There are some who have argued that in-
creased contact with China will improve the
country’s dismal record on these issues, espe-
cially through the use of information tech-
nology and the Internet.

While I agree that the Internet has promoted
the spread of information, our recent history
with China has shown that increased eco-
nomic engagement will not necessarily lead
the country down a path to democratic reform.

Indeed, we have stood by and watched a
systematic deterioration in China’s respect for
labor, the environment and human rights, in-
cluding most recently, a series of violent
crackdowns on members of the Falun Gong
movement.

It is cruicial that we continue to engage
China out of concern for our own national se-
curity interests as well as the interests of Chi-
na’s democratic development. For that reason,
I’m pleased that the legislation before the
House today contains a bill I introduced au-
thorizing commercial and labor rule of law as-
sistance to China.

Mr. Speaker, this vote is not just about
granting permanent normal trade relations to
the People’s Republic of China—it’s about
sending a message to the world that is con-
sistent with the values that have made our na-
tion great. Until such an agreement is before
us, I am left with no choice but to vote no.

Mr. WEYGAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to granting permanent normal trade rela-
tions to China and urge my colleagues to do
the same.

Our nation continues to experience unprece-
dented economic growth. A major factor in
that growth is the expansion of international
trade and the increased global competitive-
ness of U.S. businesses.

Expanding export opportunities is especially
important in the Northeast where the economy
is still transitioning into a high-tech economy.
The economic base of the manufacturing, jew-
elry, and textile industries has been slow to
adapt to the global economy. Increasing ex-
port opportunities for these sectors is critical to
foster our continued economic growth.

It is possible to enter into trade agreements
that will result in higher wages, cleaner air,
and greater consumer safeguards. However,
because we cannot look into a crystal ball to
find out how a trade agreement will turn out,
we must address environmental and consumer
safeguards and worker rights at the outset.
Additionally, in today’s high-tech world, agree-
ments should also contain provisions that pro-
tect intellectual property and allow equitable
market access for all trading partners. Unfortu-
nately, there are many countries that do not
provide adequate market access, protect intel-
lectual property, take steps to preserve the en-
vironment, respect internationally accepted
worker rights, or have adequate measures in
place to ensure consumer safety.
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In an effort to expand opportunities, I

strongly support export assistance programs
such as the Export-Import Bank (EX–IM) and
the Overseas Private Investment Corporation
(OPIC). Together these two institutions pro-
vide critical financial assistance to American
businesses seeking to expand their business
into foreign countries. By providing insurance,
loans, and loan guarantees, EX–IM and OPIC
ensure that U.S. businesses are able to com-
pete in markets that are often unstable and
where foreign companies are subsidized by
governments.

Additionally, as a member of the House
Banking and Financial Services Committee, I
am addressing the impact of trade on inter-
national financial markets. In particular, we
have had to consider several financial crises
in the last two years. Financial problems in
Asia, South America, and Russia have led to
other trade problems, most notably the dump-
ing of foreign products into the U.S. market-
place. In an effort to mitigate the impact of the
financial crisis. I have supported an increase
in U.S. payments to the International Monetary
Fund (IMF). This funding helped to replenish
the IMF’s resources depleted by the financial
crises in Asia, Mexico and Russia and to pre-
vent the meltdown in the world economy from
striking the United States.

There continues to be substantial debate
about the progress that China has made on
worker and human rights, market accesses,
and protecting intellectual property. In fact, the
U.S. government continues to express its con-
cerns regarding these issues, as indicated in
the 1998 Annual Report on Human Rights and
the 1999 Trade Policy Agenda and 1998 An-
nual Report of the President of the United
States on the Trade Agreements Program.

Exports from the United States to China are
far outweighed by goods imported to con-
sumers in our country by China. According to
the Library of Congress, our trade deficit with
the Chinese was nearly $57 billion in 1998
and, as our country’s fourth largest trading
partner, China is poised to exceed our trade
deficit with Japan within a few years. High tar-
iffs, in some cases in excess of 100%, restric-
tions on distribution, restrictions on invest-
ment, and non-tariff barriers including quotas
remain substantial impediments to market ac-
cess for U.S. companies. In my opinion, this
trade imbalance is troublesome and we must
signal our intention to China that the playing
field for American businesses must be leveled.

By opposing this bill we send a message to
China that improvements regarding human
and worker rights, our growing trade deficit, in-
tellectual property protections, and child labor
must be made before permanent normal trade
relations, and child labor must be made before
permanent normal trade relations is granted.

Again, Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
oppose PNTR for China.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of the bill to provide for normal trade rela-
tions with China on a permanent basis, other-
wise known as PNTR. I will focus my remarks
on the potential benefits of this market open-
ing agreement for U.S. farmers and ranchers.
I believe those benefits will be significant, and
I am in good company in that belief. Nine Sec-
retaries of Agriculture who have served since
John F. Kennedy support PNTR for China. But
like my colleagues, my decision is much more
broadly based. I believe that United States en-
gagement with China will help persuade the

Chinese to play by the rules in agricultural
trade, and cause China to improve its record
on human rights, labor, and environmental
issues. And I am in good company in this be-
lief as well—Billy Graham; former President
Jimmy Carter; Martin Lee (champion of De-
mocracy in Hong Kong); Dai-Ching (Chinese
investigative journalist and environmentalist);
all agree that the best way to improve China’s
performance on human rights and the environ-
ment is to engage China.

BENEFITS FOR AGRICULTURE

CHINA’S NEED

I have heard the argument that China, with
21 percent of the world’s population and 7
percent of the world’s arable land, doesn’t
need U.S. agricultural products. Some have
stated that between 1992–1998, China ex-
ported about $4 billion more in agricultural
products than it imported in each of those
years. But this does not reflect the significant
agricultural imports that enter China ‘‘off the
books’’ through Hong Kong. If we look at agri-
cultural trade for China and Hong Kong for the
1992–1998 period, we get a clearer picture of
the full potential of the Chinese market. Ac-
cording to the U.N. Trade Database, China
and Hong Kong annually imported about $5.5
billion more in agricultural products than they
exported. If you include fish and forestry,
China and Hong Kong’s net annual deficit in
agricultural imports was even larger—$6.9 bil-
lion. And these numbers do not reflect the pre-
dicted growth of China’s middle class, and its
increased demand for meat and other agricul-
tural products. USDA’s Economic Research
Service [ERS] and private United States agri-
cultural commodity groups believe that China
will continue to be a major market for United
States agricultural products, and that China’s
accession to the WTO will expand that market.

SUMMARY OF CHINA’S WTO AGREEMENT

With regard to the agricultural products that
U.S. producer groups identified as priority
items, the average tariff will fall from 31 per-
cent to 14 percent. This means that these
United States agricultural products will face
less than half the tariff they currently face in
the Chinese market. China has agreed to end
import bans and its discriminatory licensing
system for bulk commodities, including wheat,
corn, cotton, rice, and soybean oil. China has
also agreed to establish a WTO consistent tar-
iff-rate quota [TRQ] system with in-quota tariffs
of 1–3 percent. Specific rules for the adminis-
tration of these TRQs, and a percentage of
trade reserved for non-state trade, will help to
ensure the quotas get filled, and will increase
demand for U.S. agricultural products. All of
this ensures an initial minimum level of access
for wheat, corn, cotton, rice, and soybean
products—that will increase as the agreement
is fully implemented.

China’s commitment on export subsidies
means that United States exports of corn, cot-
ton, and rice will not compete with subsidies
from the Chinese government in third country
markets, such as South Korea, Malaysia, and
Indonesia. China’s commitment to cap and re-
duce domestic subsidies will reduce incentives
to overproduce. China’s commitment to pro-
vide greater transparency with regard to its
domestic subsidies will increase predictability
with regard to China’s agricultural production.
China has also agreed to abide by the WTO
agreement on Sanitary and Phyto-sanitary
regulation, and has already implemented rule

changes that have allowed imports of United
States citrus, wheat, and meat. China has also
agreed that the United States may continue to
use its anti-dumping methodology for 15
years, and has agreed to an additional ‘‘prod-
uct-specific’’ 12-year safeguard provision. To-
gether, these provisions give U.S. producers a
level of protection above and beyond that pro-
vided for under normal WTO rules.

Finally, China has agreed to allow any entity
to import most products into any part of the
country within 3 years of accession, and to lib-
eralize distribution services for agricultural
products. This means United States compa-
nies will be allowed to market their products in
China. Let’s look at the potential of this agree-
ment for some specific commodities. For cot-
ton, China committed to a tariff-rate quota of
743,000 tons for cotton in 2000, increasing to
894,000 in 2004. The within-quota duty would
be 4 percent and the over-quota duty would
decline from 69 percent in 2000 to 40 percent
by 2004. Nonstate trade companies get 2⁄3 of
the quota, which means we help avoid the
problem we have sometimes had in the past
with quotas going unfilled. USDA’s Economic
Research Service [ERS] projects that if China
did not join the WTO, it would import cotton
worth $565 million in 2005.

If China does join, ERS projects that its cot-
ton imports would increase to $924 million by
2005. That’s why National Cotton Council
President Ronald Rayner congratulated U.S.
negotiators on the agricultural agreement, stat-
ing that it will ‘‘benefit the U.S. cotton industry
with greater access to the Chinese market and
a promise of less subsidization by the Chi-
nese’’. For corn, China committed to establish
a 4.5 million ton tariff rate quota in 2000, rising
to 7.2 million by 2004. Within quota imports
would be subject to a 1 percent duty, and
over-quota duties would be 77 percent in
2000, dropping to 65 percent by 2004.
Nonstate trade companies get 1⁄4 of the quota
in 2000 rising to 40 percent by 2004. ERS
projects that China’s net imports of corn in
2005 will increase by $587 million, if it joins
the WTO. United States exports to China have
averaged about 47 million bushels over the
past 5 years. The National Corn Growers As-
sociation states that ‘‘we have an opportunity
to triple that average if, when China joins the
WTO, the United States is prepared to grant
China permanent normal trade relations.’’ The
Corn Growers add: ‘‘China’s impressive
growth in national income is projected to lead
to increased consumption of food and fiber. At
the same time, growing resource constraints
on agricultural production are making China
increasingly reliant on trade.’’

For wheat, China committed to a tariff-rate
quota of 7.3 million tons in 2000, rising to 9.64
million in 2004. In quota duty would be 1 per-
cent and out of quota duty would be 77 per-
cent in 2000, falling to 65 percent by 2004.
Nonstate trade companies get 10 percent.
ERS projects that China’s net imports of
wheat in 2005 will increase from $231 million
to $773 million, if it joins the WTO. What does
the National Association of Wheat Growers
say?: ‘‘The United States market is currently
open to China; this agreement serves to open
the Chinese market to American products and
services. This agreement will give United
States wheat producers a far greater sales op-
portunity to a country with 1.2 billion con-
sumers, with a potential 10 percent increase in
total annual United States wheat exports.’’.
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For soybean products, China has agreed to

a tariff rate quota of 1.72 million tons of soy
oil in 2000, rising to 3.26 million in 2005. The
in-quota duty is 9 percent and over-quota duty
is 74 percent in 2000, falling to 9 percent in
2006. Nonstate traders get half the quota in
2000 and 90 percent by 2005.

ERS projects that China’s net imports of
soybean products in 2005 will increase by
$180 million, if it joins the WTO. Here’s what
the American Soybean Association has to say:
‘‘ASA strongly supports WTO membership for
China, and urges Congress to extend perma-
nent NTR status to China.’’

CONCLUSION

Overall, the Economic Research Service
concludes that China’s implementation of its
WTO obligations between 2000 and 2004 will
add $2 billion to the bottom line for United
States farmers and ranchers in 2005. And
ERS is not alone in its view. According to
Worldwatch’s Lester Brown, China’s water
supplies in its grain-producing areas are falling
at a high rate. Brown sees massive grain im-
ports and growing dependence on U.S. grain.
A report dated May 23, 2000 from Kyodo
News International confirms Brown’s story,
stating ‘‘A severe drought in northern and
eastern China threatens millions of hectares of
crops and is causing widespread drinking
water shortages.’’. The total area affected is
about 31 million acres. The Farm Bureau also
expects great benefits from China’s accession
to the WTO: ‘‘U.S. exports to the Asian region
as a whole are expected to increase in the
next few years as a result of China’s acces-
sion into the WTO. This is likely to occur as
Chinese consumption levels increase, domes-
tic production patterns skew more to global
prices, China ceases to employ export sub-
sidies, and there is a commensurate decline in
Chinese agricultural exports to the Asian re-
gion. While this agreement may be with China,
it will have impacts far beyond Chinese bor-
ders.’’ To put ERS numbers on China into
context, I will mention another number, and
that is the amount farmers and ranchers lost
in 1996 due to various U.S. economic sanc-
tions placed on countries around the world.

According to the ERS, we lost half a billion
dollars in 1996 due to those sanctions. But
that is less than a fourth of the $2 billion ERS
says we will lose in 2005 if we do not grant
China permanent normal trade relations. All
six of the countries currently under sanctions
(Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, Sudan, and North
Korea) together import only $7.7 billion in agri-
cultural products each year. That’s about half
of the $14 billion worth of agricultural products
China imports annually. Fortunately, we are
moving in the right direction in our policy on
sanctions, and the administration’s changes
last year have allowed sales of corn to Iran
and wheat to Libya. Let’s move forward on
China too, and stop giving away agricultural
markets to our competitors. And let’s do so
just because this is a good deal for farmers
and ranchers. Let’s think about what the Billy
Graham Center has to say about permanent
normal trade relations with China. And, by the
way, they are the ones who coordinate serv-
ices for more than a hundred Christian organi-
zations involved in service in China. They say
that denial of PNTR will ‘‘seriously hamper the
efforts of Christians from outside China who
have spent years seeking to establish an ef-
fective Christian witness among the Chinese
people’’. I urge your support for permanent
normal trade relations with China.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, today, we will
make a crucial decision about our place in the
global economy. The question of voting for
permanent normal trade relations with China is
easily answered in economic, social and polit-
ical terms. Formalizing a freer trading relation-
ship with China will help American employees
and employers alike. For China, PNTR will
promote democracy, a better standard of liv-
ing, and ultimately improve human rights. The
vote on PNTR is a necessary step toward Chi-
na’s full membership into the World Trade Or-
ganization [WTO]. Members of the WTO agree
to be governed by a set of rules allowing for
a relatively open trading relationship among
them.

For China to complete its accession to the
WTO, it will have to change many of its laws,
institutions and policies to make them conform
with international trade rules. China must com-
plete negotiations with the WTO, and sepa-
rately with its various trading partners within
the WTO, including the United States. China is
the world’s third largest economy after the
United States and Japan, and the largest not
a member of the WTO. It has the world’s 10th
largest trade economy. If we fail to pass
PNTR, our economic competitors in Europe
and Japan will have greater access to this
huge and still-growing Chinese market—while
our own access will still be blocked. American
business can compete anywhere in the world
and win—if it is given a relatively level playing
field. The bilateral agreement signed in No-
vember 1999 forces China to remove protec-
tionist barriers to its markets, while protecting
import-sensitive American industry from a
flood of new Chinese imports.

The United States has made no significant
concessions to China, because we already
have few barriers to our market. The agree-
ment gives our business equal access to the
Chinese market. The American export sec-
tor—which already accounts for 11 million
jobs—will be strengthened further. According
to most experts, China is on the verge of huge
infrastructure expenditures over the next few
years as it attempts to catch up with Europe,
Japan, and the United States. Most of these
projects will be contracted to Western firms.
This could be a boon to southwestern Con-
necticut. In 1998, the Stamford-Norwalk area
alone exported $86 million worth of goods to
China.

There are some in Congress and throughout
our country who want to deny PNTR to China
to punish it for its terrible human rights record.
But closing off China will not bring any im-
provement in the way it treats its citizens. An
isolated China will continue to repress its pop-
ulation and forestall the onset of democracy
and freedom. A nation cannot engage in free
trade without educating its citizens. The more
educated a country’s citizens become, the
more they want and are empowered to de-
mand an open society and freedom. In truth,
the most subversive action we can take to-
wards the oppressive Chinese regime is to en-
courage free trade. Communist hardliners
argue the defeat of PNTR will make it easier
for them to thwart the movement toward de-
mocracy and capitalism. In the absence of
interaction with the United States, these
hardliners will be able to restrict communica-
tion, stop foreign travel, and pull the plug on
the Internet. Reform will wither on the vine.

Taking a look at recent history, Communist
dictatorships that had interaction with the

West—the Soviet Union, Poland, Romania
and Hungary—are dead. Those shut off from
the rest of the world—Fidel Castro’s Cuba and
Kim Jong Il’s North Korea—are still brutalizing
their citizenry. For me, the issue is clear.
PNTR is essential to our full participation in
the emerging economy of the future. We win
access to Chinese markets. China becomes
exposed to the type of information and pros-
perity that builds democracy and freedom.
Candles give way to electric lights. The horse
and carriage gave way to the automobile.
Typewriters gave way to word processors and
ocmputers. We cannot repeal the law of grav-
ity. We are in a world economy, and China is
a large and vital part of that economy. Perma-
nent normal trade relations with China should
be approved by Congress and welcome by all
Americans.

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, this is
an historic day for the workers, business lead-
ers, and reformers in China and the United
States. Today Congress has the opportunity to
push our relations forward by breaking down
the walls surrounding China and supporting its
entrance into the World Trade Organization.
As we cast our votes today, I ask my col-
leagues to carefully consider the incredible po-
tential this opportunity offers for the Chinese
and American people. Passing PNTR supports
freedom in China.

As long as China’s barriers to the United
States remain, our relationship with the Chi-
nese people will be restricted. By breaking
down Chinese barriers to trade, while enhanc-
ing our own protections, we are creating new
opportunities for American and Chinese peo-
ple to work together and develop new ways to
agree. Bringing China into the WTO will in-
crease the exchange of cultures and ideas,
which will in turn foster new areas of coopera-
tion and progress. This is the most effective
way to provide support for the reform-minded
Chinese people who need our help the most.
On their behalf, Congress should extend
PNTR to China. Passing PNTR also supports
the United States.

Some Members may come to the floor
today to claim the United States workforce
and economy will suffer from greater competi-
tion with China. However, these Members are
misinformed. To the contrary, the United
States Trade Representative should be con-
gratulated for her effective negotiations. This
is a one-way deal. The United States will con-
tinue our current tariff levels on all Chinese
imports, with new protections, and in return
China will drop its average tariff level by 62
per cent. By voting yes, only China will have
to change its laws.

This vote is about the power of economic
freedom and prosperity, as displayed in the
United States. It is true that as China expands
into the world markets of goods and services,
the United States will face new competition. It
is also true that for the first time, the domestic
Chinese economy will face direct competition
from the United States. The American econ-
omy is leading the world—primarily as a result
of the strength of the American workforce. I
have faith in the productivity and entrepre-
neurial spirit of the American economy to con-
tinue this leadership and find new opportuni-
ties for success in China. Congress should
embrace trade with China, and the competition
it brings, because this will lead to a higher
standard of living for the people of the United
States as well as the people of China. That is
how we make progress.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to care-

fully consider the incredible opportunity this
vote offers. On behalf of American and Chi-
nese workers, businesses, and reformers, I
urge my colleagues to support progress with
China and vote for PNTR.

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of H.R. 4444, to authorize extension
of permanent normal trade relations [PNTR] to
the People’s Republic of China [PRC]. I do so
because, fundamentally, I believe that extend-
ing PNTR to the PRC is in the United States’
short-term and long-term national interest. Our
economic interests and our democratic values
necessitate extending PNTR to the PRC.

Extending PNTR to the PRC is in our na-
tional interest because extending PNTR is a
necessary precondition for United States com-
panies to enjoy the full advantages of China’s
entry into the World Trade Organization [WTO]
and the fruits of thirteen years of difficult bilat-
eral negotiations between the PRC and the
United States. For my State of Delaware, this
bilateral agreement opens perhaps the most
important emerging market to our exports,
benefitting key industries and creating export
and employment opportunities. Extending
PNTR to the PRC would significantly benefit
Delaware’s key export sectors, including agri-
culture, poultry, insurance, financial, and
chemical products.

According to the United States Department
of Commerce, Delaware’s merchandise export
sales to China in 1998 totaled $69 million, up
17 percent from $59 million in 1993, and
China ranked as Delaware’s 16th largest ex-
port destination in 1998. Delaware’s exports to
China are becoming more diversified, with
1998 exports encompassing 17 different prod-
uct categories, up from 12 product sectors in
1993. In twelve of these product sectors, ex-
ports from Delaware to China more than dou-
bled from 1993 to 1998.

I believe those who claim that the PRC will
benefit more from receiving PNTR with the
United States are mistaken. The United States
will greatly benefit from PNTR with China, be-
cause currently the United States market is al-
ready open to Chinese exports. To join the
WTO and receive PNTR, China must make all
the concessions—opening its markets, elimi-
nating barriers, and implementing comprehen-
sive trade and investment reforms. As a result,
the terms for Chinese WTO membership rep-
resent an extraordinary breakthrough for Dela-
ware workers, farmers, and consumers. Dela-
ware clearly will have expanded opportunities
to extend its exports to Chinese markets, and
ensuring that China adhere to global trade
rules is in Delaware’s strong interests.

Because China has received Normal Trade
Relations under United States law annually
since 1980, United States tariffs would remain
exactly the same if PNTR is approved. In con-
trast, failure by Congress to extend PNTR
would squander 14 years of negotiations, in-
vite the unraveling of China’s extensive WTO
commitments and shut American companies
and farmers out of the world’s biggest emer-
gency market for years to come.

The stakes involved are high. Trade is much
more than the sale of U.S. goods and serv-
ices. It is also an exchange of ideas, beliefs,
and values that changes and enriches all who
participate. When we trade with China and
bring it into the integrated global trading
arena, we are in a strong sense exporting our
American democratic values, beliefs and prac-

tices. To be sure, there are real hurdles that
China faces with our relationship with it, but
engaging and enveloping and integrating
China into ‘‘the world of trade’’ is tremen-
dously important. We realize that imple-
menting the agreements associated with
PNTR will be slow and difficult, but Chinese
government leaders and economists hope the
process of normalizing trade with the United
States will help close inefficient state enter-
prises that employ a great number of Chinese,
and help reduce government censorship.

Like most Americans, I continue to be con-
cerned that despite the positive influence trade
with the United States has had on China’s de-
velopment toward more open, liberalized trade
policies, serious human rights, trade, security,
and weapons proliferation issues remain.
Though sometimes it seems difficult to see
how these things have improved, I would ob-
serve the following: the number of inter-
national religious missions operating openly in
China has grown rapidly in recent years.
Today, these groups provide educational, hu-
manitarian, medical, and development assist-
ance in communities across China. Despite
continued, documented acts of government
oppression, people in China nonetheless can
worship, participate in communities of faith,
and move about the country much more freely
today than was even imaginable twenty years
ago. Today, people can communicate with
each other and the outside world much more
easily and with much less government inter-
ference through the tools of business and
trade: telephones, cell phones, faxes and e-
mail. On balance, foreign investment has intro-
duced positive new labor practices into the
Chinese workplace, stimulating growing aspi-
rations for labor and human rights among Chi-
nese workers.

Nevertheless, we must continue to work to
improve human rights and expand freedom in
China. I have voted for legislation which over-
whelmingly passed the House that voiced my
strong disapproval of China’s actions and poli-
cies. We can and must continue to place pres-
sure on China without punishing American
businesses and farmers. I have voted to direct
House committees to hold hearings and report
appropriate legislation to the House address-
ing U.S. concerns with China’s trade practices,
human rights record, military policy, and pro-
motion of weapons proliferation. I do not be-
lieve that the annual congressional debate,
linking justifiable concern for human rights and
religious freedom in China to the threat of uni-
lateral United States trade sanctions has been
productive. Some will say, the debate on the
problems we have with China will end if we
extend PNTR to China. To those I say, the de-
bate will never end, and the pressure will
never cease until China demonstrates a com-
mitment to a freer and democratic nation. In-
deed, by extending PNTR to China, the pres-
sure on China to address our concerns may
prove to be even greater and more consistent.

Clearly, the Chinese Government has a long
way to go, and the positive developments we
seek will no doubt come about gradually. The
issue now before the House of Representa-
tives is how to best encourage China to re-
spect international norms of behavior in all
areas, and what can the United States govern-
ment do that will best advance human rights
and religious freedom for the people of China.
Are conditions more likely to improve through
isolation and containment, or through opening

trade, investment, and exchange between
peoples? The answer is clear to me.

I believe the best way to encourage the type
of behavior we desire is through policies that
promote the rule of law, free trade, economic
reform, and democratization in China, for
these are the seeds from which democracy
can grow. Therefore, I believe the U.S. should
continue to pursue our historic and long-
standing policy of ‘‘engagement,’’ rather than
containment, with China, based on the
premise that the United States will be best
able to influence the growth of democracy and
market-oriented policies in China through en-
hanced diplomatic and trade ties, which over
time will hopefully bring improvements in
human rights and economic conditions. The
Chinese government in much more likely to
develop the rule of law and observe inter-
national norms of behavior if it is recognized
by the U.S. government as an equal, respon-
sible partner within the globalized trading com-
munity of nations.

History has shown that when people are
empowered economically, they also become
empowered politically. Economic freedom pre-
cipitates political freedom. China’s citizens will
come to have greater choice about their life-
styles and employment and to enjoy enhanced
access to communication and information from
the United States.

The longer China’s trade is governed by the
rule of law and is transparent, the quicker they
will assimilate into the global system of trade,
and raise their standard of living. U.S. private
enterprises trading with Chinese private enter-
prises will help change the status quo be-
tween our nations better than any diplomatic
agreements we may enter into. As noted ear-
lier, although I am dissatisfied with some of
China’s recent actions, I am convinced we still
need to maintain mechanisms for engage-
ment, and a functioning, bilateral trade rela-
tionship provides a framework for helping to
restore our long-term interests in China.
Human rights must not be violated, and the
U.S. will not trade with people who do not pro-
vide their own citizens basic human rights and
decencies. However, I believe that entering
into PNTR is in our national interest, and that
not going forward with it would undermine any
competitiveness we have with China, while it
itself enjoys all the advantages that PNTR pro-
vides with every other of the 133 WTO mem-
ber-nations. China must adopt free and fair
trade practices, and we should help facilitate
that as much as we can, without sacrificing
our values.

This legislation includes important authority
to allow the Congress to monitor China’s com-
pliance with this agreement. This includes a
process which would begin with an annual re-
port from the U.S. Trade Representative, fol-
lowed by hearings on Chinese trade practices.
Congressional panels could then instruct our
trade representative to investigate any trade
violation and pursue a resolution through the
WTO, the 135-member body that sets the
rules for international trade. Also included in
this legislation is the establishment of a con-
gressional-executive commission that would
pressure China to improve its record on
human rights, labor, and rule of law, providing
for enhanced monitoring of China’s conduct in
areas from trade to human rights, as well as
efforts to make labor rights a higher priority in
U.S. trade policy.

China is at a turning point in its history. A
yes vote on normal trade can help propel it
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forward to greater liberalization and engage-
ment with the West. A no vote will encourage
Chinese hard-liners to resist change, and even
be perceived in China as a vote for confronta-
tion. It will weaken those who work for
change, and strengthen those who oppose it
at any cost. Our choice is clear. We can try to
push China in the right direction, and gain the
benefits, or, we can force them in the wrong
direction, and pay a price. But standing for
freedom, democracy, human rights, security
and peace, we must extend Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations to the People’s Republic
of China today.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong opposition to H.R. 4444, legislation
which would grant Permanent Normal Trade
Relations [PNTR] status to China.

To be honest, the idea of permanently alter-
ing our relationship with China troubles me.
We have been wooed into complacency with
the trade agreements hammered out last fall
in the WTO accession negotiations. But the
million dollar question that no one seems to
be asking is: If China plans to abide by their
promises, why are they—and why are we—
afraid of a yearly review? The fact is that
China has repeatedly violated trade agree-
ments and has all but acknowledged that this
time will be no different. Why do we think that
a permanent extension will be the magic tool
to make China suddenly change their ways? It
defies logic. In fact, PNTR commends the ex-
isting track record of violations and noncompli-
ance. A yearly review of our trade relationship
with China may not be the ideal way to pro-
mote change. It is, at best, a blunt instrument.
But it is one of the only mechanisms we have
today to highlight this regime’s lack of compli-
ance with internationally accepted norms. The
PNTR advocates have conjured up a crisis in
which only approval will save the day and U.S.
face. This is a farce and a mistake that will
overshadow any prospect for real progress on
key human rights and economic justice issues
that affect China/U.S. relations.

Repeatedly, China’s government has proven
itself to be one of the most oppressive in the
entire world. Many of my colleagues are will-
ing to turn a blind eye toward these injus-
tices—clamoring to capitalize on a promise of
economic gain, with indifference to the human
indignities upon which it may be built. But
even this ‘‘expanded market’’ rationale is
flawed. If China were indeed a market for
‘‘Made in the USA’’ goods, expanding trade
could have the potential of boosting our econ-
omy and helping working Chinese families.
And conversely, if we were importing goods
from Chinese owned businesses, we might
have a small opportunity to promote free en-
terprise with China. However, neither one of
these scenarios reflect reality. American com-
panies merely use China as a production plat-
form—a manufacturing site for goods, which
are then sold in the United States for inflated
profit! Jobs that have traditionally provided
American workers with living wage employ-
ment within the USA and a real chance to join
the middle class are being—and will continue
to be—exported to China, where companies
can exploit the labor conditions and people.
The notion that somehow this trade policy will

turn China around on a dime is wishful think-
ing; it is time to face reality and get our heads
out of the clouds.

Why would we lower the standards and pro-
tections that provide the foundation of our
economy and prosperity? Trade pacts have
too often been the Trojan Horse that under-
mines progress in emerging areas not only in
the host of human rights issues, but also envi-
ronmental policy, health, and safety standards.

Don’t vote for the PNTR proposition that
says; ‘‘Heads we win, tails you lose.’’ This,
simply put, is a false syllogism, a created cri-
sis that will lead to higher trade deficits with lit-
tle prospect for a sound economic or social
order in U.S./China policy. Amendments and
study commissions aren’t the answer. Con-
gress doesn’t have to reinvent itself and set
up special groups, in essence trying ourselves
and our deliberation process in knots to justify
oversight and some phony ‘‘monitoring’’
scheme. If Members of Congress can’t vote
now on the reality of the situation before us,
what would lead the PNTR advocates to be-
lieve we would be more willing once this policy
is actually in place?

I will not vote to relinquish ability to annually
review China’s record, to advocate for my con-
stituents’ interests, and to promote the core
values that have sustained our nation as the
world’s most successful economy and the
promise for individual human rights around the
globe. I urge my colleagues to join me in op-
posing this legislation.

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 4444, a bill that will grant per-
manent normal trade relations to China. This
agreement is a tool U.S. farmers and ranchers
can use to their great benefit.

China represents an agriculture market that
is vital to the long-term success of American
farmers and ranchers. Agriculture trade with
China can strengthen development of private
enterprise in that country and bring China
more fully into world trade membership.

The economic benefits of this agreement for
U.S. agriculture are clear. China’s participation
in the WTO will result in a least $2 billion per
year in additional U.S. agricultural exports by
2005.

More than 80 U.S. agricultural groups sup-
port extending permanent normal trade rela-
tions to China. This is what a few of them
have to say about the benefits of the U.S.-
China agreement.

The U.S. wheat growers say that PNTR with
China represents a potential 10% increase in
U.S. wheat exports.

U.S. pork producers believe that China
PNTR could pave the way for an increase in
the value of hogs by $5 per head.

Poultry producers say that because China is
already the largest U.S. export market for
poultry ($350 million in 1999), under PNTR, it
could become a $1 billion market in a few
years.

Cattle producers believe that a vote against
China PNTR is a vote against them. They ex-
pect to almost triple beef exports to China by
2005.

U.S. corn growers believe they have the op-
portunity to immediately triple their 5-year av-

erage of corn exports to China with accept-
ance of permanent normal trade relations.

Some who oppose normal trade relations
with China will say that China has an agricul-
tural glut and will never buy U.S. agricultural
products. That is not true according to USDA’s
Economic Research Service. They say that
China’s accession to the WTO means that
U.S. farmers and ranchers can sell an addi-
tional $1.6 billion worth of staple commodities
by 2005. On top of that, $400 million of U.S.
fruits, vegetables, and animal products can be
sold by 2005 with China’s entry to the WTO.
That’s $2 billion more of agricultural exports
by 2005.

Still others argue that China is self-sufficient
in agricultural production, that it produces
enough to feed its own people and it does not
need U.S. commodities. The trade numbers
do not reflect that at all.

According to the United Nations statistics,
during the 6-year period ending in 1998, China
was a net importer of agriculture products
every year. During this period, China’s aver-
age trade deficit was $5.5 billion for agricul-
tural products. If fish and forestry are included
with other agricultural products, the deficit
goes up to $6.9 billion.

The Worldwatch Institute Chairman Lester
Brown says that China’s water supplies in its
grain-producing areas are falling at a high
rate. He sees massive grain imports and
growing dependence on U.S. grain. China im-
ports large amounts of U.S. agriculture com-
modities right now, some through Hong Kong
($2.5 billion in 1999 of agricultural, fish and
forestry products). As the diets of the Chinese
improve, there will be more demand for high
quality agriculture products and valued added
food products. This is what U.S. farmers and
the food industry can provide to Chinese con-
sumers.

China has access to the U.S. market right
now. China will become a member of the
WTO and after its accession will still have ac-
cess to the U.S. market. The vote on normal
trade relations with China will decide whether
U.S. agriculture will have improved access to
the Chinese market or will cede that market to
the competitors of U.S. agriculture.

Without approval of H.R. 4444, or agricul-
tural competitors around the world will gain the
benefit of the agreement negotiated by the
United States with China and our farmers and
ranchers will not. We cannot allow that to hap-
pen.

Without approval of H.R. 4444, no enforce-
ment mechanisms will be available and the
U.S. will not be able to use WTO dispute set-
tlement provisions, a critical weapon to ensure
U.S. trading rights. The ability to enforce tariff
rate quotas will be undermined. The U.S.
could not challenge Chinese export or domes-
tic subsidies that hurt U.S. exports in other
markets. We could not enforce the benefits of
the sanitary and phytosanitary agreement that
was negotiated with the Chinese and is impor-
tant to U.S. citrus, wheat and meat producers.
Additionally, the special safeguard provisions,
to protect against import surges, negotiated by
the U.S. would not be available.
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The economic case for supporting perma-

nent normal trade relations with China has
been made, especially for U.S. agriculture. It
is crystal clear; we have nothing to lose and
everything to gain.

I strongly urge my colleagues to support
H.R. 4444. A vote for this bill is a vote of sup-
port for United States farmers and ranchers.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, as we enter into
debate today on normalizing trade with China,
there are certain realities which must be ac-
knowledged. Reality one, the human rights
abuses in Chinese today are abominable.
China continues to deny its citizens the most
basic of human rights: freedom of speech,
freedom of assembly and freedom of worship.
Reality two, China will enter into the World
Trade Organization whether Congress passes
PNTR or not. Reality three, isolating China
from the United States and the rest of world,
will not improve human rights for the Chinese.

I would like to thank the gentleman from Ne-
braska (Mr. BEREUTER), the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER) for including an essen-
tial human rights provision in the Levin-Bereu-
ter package—increasing authorization funding
for international broadcasting operations in
China and neighboring countries.

A fundamental prerequisite to political and
economic freedom is an informed citizenry.
One of the best and most cost-effective ways
to help enhance the respect for human rights
abroad is to disseminate reliable information
that serves to foster the spirit of democracy in
closed societies. Arming citizens with reliable,
accurate information will eventually enable
them the power to create change. By doing
so, not only is the U.S. interest served by
helping to spread democracy, but democratic
activists are also empowered to challenge the
status quo.

Successful in the former Soviet Union and
Eastern Europe, Radio Free Europe/Radio
Liberty provided this accurate information to
help bring down the Iron Curtain. Radio Free
Asia as a surrogate for a free press in the
People’s Republic of China, along with Voice
of America, provide an invaluable source of
uncensored information to the Chinese people.
RFA currently broadcasts 24-hours a day in
three languages in China (plus Tibetan in
Tibet), and VOA broadcasts 126 hours a week
in three languages with five hours a week of
television.

Unfortunately, however, many of these sig-
nals do not reach the intended audience be-
cause of the jamming practices of the Chinese
government. Stronger signals are needed to
counteract this jamming. Internet is a medium
increasingly used by the Chinese, however the
government jams these sites as well.

The number of Chinese who risk their lives
by listening to RFA and VOA is staggering.
More staggering is the number of Chinese
who put their lives in jeopardy by calling into
RFA’s ‘‘call in’’ shows. In the first three
months of this year alone, RFA reported an
average of 27,200 calls per month. Unfortu-
nately, due to the limited resources of RFA
less than 2% of these callers were able to
speak with RFA broadcasters. The United
States is the wealthiest country in the world.
Surely, during this time of unparalleled eco-
nomic boom we can find a few more dollars in
our budget to provide resources so these call-
ers, callers who risk their lives by simply pick-
ing up a telephone, may be allowed to have
their voices heard.

As China struggles with democracy, human
rights and freedom, the importance of inde-
pendent media sources cannot be underesti-
mated. The Chinese government will be less
likely to commit abuses (if RFA and VOA are
shining light on their injustices while promoting
democracy and an understanding of our coun-
try. If we hope to bring stability and democ-
racy to Asia, we must not isolate the largest
country in the world. We must not turn our
backs on the those fighting for freedom and
the rule of law. I support extending permanent
normal trade relations with China and do not
oppose China’s entry in the World Trade Or-
ganization. I strongly believe that membership
in the WTO can be used as a catalyst for re-
form in China. Through greater involvement in
the world community and economic liberaliza-
tion, China will become a more responsible
nation, with one day a reality of respecting
human rights and the rule of law.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
share my support for H.R. 4444, legislation to
amend the Trade Act of 1974 to grant normal
trade relations to China. I support H.R. 4444
because I believe this legislation will not only
open Chinese markets to United States prod-
ucts, but will also serves as the next best step
we can take in our relationship with China.

I believe I join all of my colleagues in saying
that I have serious concerns about the Chi-
nese government, most specifically the current
trade deficit, national security concerns, and
human rights violations. In 1980, we first
granted China annual Most Favored Nation
(MFN) status, now known more accurately as
Normal Trade Relations (NTR). The nature of
the annual review was supposed to give the
U.S. leverage in negotiations with China. How-
ever, since then, annual renewal has become
just another exercise, and I believe H.R. 4444
will put us back on the path towards results.
We need to be engaged with China, and to be
an influence in China in order to have an ef-
fect on how that nation governs.

China is going to join the World Trade Orga-
nization regardless of what this Congress
does today. The question is whether the
United States is going to take advantage of
China being a member of the WTO and allow
our farmers and manufacturers access to this
market. We know other countries will.

One critical aspect of China’s ascension to
the WTO is that it will change the leverage.
The U.S. doesn’t have to stand alone anymore
in our disputes with China, but rather, we will
stand along with the entire 169 nations of the
WTO. Everyone in this room knows that the
WTO is not a perfect organization with perfect
policies, but every meeting of WTO member
countries brings new ideas and suggestions
for improving the organization. The U.S. will sit
at the table while the WTO evolves its policies
and lives up to the name World Trade Organi-
zation. The only alternative, two nations bat-
tling it out, is much less effective, as history
has also demonstrated.

History has taught us some valuable les-
sons about dealing with foreign nations. We
have learned from experience that isolation
does not work. We don’t even have to travel
one hundred miles from Florida to see a per-
fect example of trade sanctions gone awry.
The 1970s embargo against the then Soviet
Union is another prime example of failed isola-
tionism. The Soviets laughed at the U.S.,
while our farmers suffered. History has taught
us that engagement is the key to results. En-

gagement allows us to address our concerns
about a foreign nation’s policies, all while ex-
panding opportunities to our own farmers and
manufacturers.

World trade is critically important for agri-
culture, and 23 percent of Iowa’s entire work-
force is in some way tied to agriculture. Every-
thing is connected—almost 40 percent of our
entire economy relies on trade with other
countries. Today’s vote has been described in
terms of ‘‘granting’’ something to China, but it
really means jobs for Iowans and new cus-
tomers for Iowa businesses.

To me, the most important aspect of China’s
ascension is that it will even the decks on
trade tariffs. For too long, the tariffs on U.S.
goods going into China have proven insur-
mountable for farmers and manufacturers in
my district who wish to export to China. The
deal struck by Ambassador Barshefky will
open doors that have been closed for too
long.

Opponents of this deal like to claim that it
opens the U.S. to China. Apparently, they
haven’t looked at the trade agreement, and I
would also guess that they haven’t been out
shopping since 1980. Everytime I walk in a
store, I pick up products with a ‘‘Made in
China’’ label on them. The agreement we are
voting on today is one-way; our way. It opens
the doors for America, not the doors of Amer-
ica.

A farmer from my district, Dave Kronlage of
Delaware County, traveled out to Washington
on February 16, 2000, to testify before the
Ways and Means Committee about China.
Dave has done everything he can to profit
from his business, including minimizing his
risks and by joining with area farmers to cre-
ate their own meat company, Delaware Coun-
ty Meats. Dave and other farmers, however,
are running out of options for increasing their
profitability. He told the Committee that Chi-
na’s ascension to the WTO will provide an es-
timated 7.7 percent increase to his income. In
Dave’s view, the next move belongs to Con-
gress, and the next move will be made today.

In 1996, we made farmers three promises,
to reduce taxation, to reduce regulations, and
improve access to foreign markets. We can
stand here and argue about how successful
Congress has been at the first two, but I don’t
think there is anyone in this body that will
claim that Congress or the President has
helped open new markets to farmers. Now is
our chance to rectify this shortfall.

My state is the nation’s largest pork, corn,
and soybean-producing state. Last year, Chi-
na’s increase in pork consumption was rough-
ly equal to the pork produced in Iowa. Yet, we
sold not one pork chop to China last year.
While pork producers like Dave Kronlage saw
their equity evaporate through $8 per hundred-
weight prices last year, trade with China was
not an option.

Normal trade relations with China will put
Iowa pork chops, Iowa corn, and Iowa manu-
factured goods on the shopping lists of 1.3 bil-
lion Chinese people. Secretary of Agriculture
Dan Glickman estimates agriculture exports
will triple, putting another $5 per head in the
pockets of Iowa pork producers, and increas-
ing demand for Iowa corn by 360 million bush-
els. That’s the total annual corn production by
every one of the 21 counties in Iowa’s Second
District.
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The U.S. produces far more food and manu-

factured goods than Americans can possibly
consume. That means we have to find cus-
tomers outside the boundaries of the United
States. We cannot ignore 1.3 billion customers
in China, watch them shop elsewhere, and ex-
pect this country to continue as a leader in the
world economy.

With one vote, we can hand a market of 1.3
billion people to our farmers, and simply say
‘‘Better late than never.’’ Now is the time. This
is the best move to make for farmers and
manufacturers in the U.S. This is the best
move to make for advancing relations with
China that could lead to meaningful changes
in China’s style of governing. And this is the
best move for this Congress to make for the
future of our economy. I urge my colleagues
to vote in favor of H.R. 4444.

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, I, like many of
my colleagues, have spent a great deal of
time talking and listening to my constituents
on the issue of granting Permanent Normal
Trade Relations for China.

I have heard from a wide range of voices.
These voices represent America’s broadly
based interests, reflecting our democratic val-
ues, like free speech, freedom of religion, the
right to privacy, and the right to organize. I
have heard from workers in my district who
fear they would lose their jobs to China. I have
heard from environmental activities who are
angry that China has made no attempt to ad-
here to environmental standards.

And I have heard from many constituencies
who are deeply troubled by the religious, polit-
ical, and human rights oppression China has
continued to engage in. Veterans have ap-
proached me with their concerns about the
well-documented violations of human rights.
Religious groups and individuals have called
and written about China’s lack of true religious
freedom. Women activists are outraged by the
forced abortions that continue in China. Stu-
dents at the University of Wisconsin oppose
the forced labor and inhumane working condi-
tions that continue to plague Chinese workers.

After listening to the broad range of my
constituents’s concerns, I cannot in good con-
science vote to grant China Permanent Nor-
mal Trade Relations and put profit over labor,
environmental and human rights.

China has violated every trade agreement
over the past twenty years and Chinese offi-
cials are already backing away from commit-
ments they made only months ago. I believe
we must broaden our policy of engagement
with China and restore the link between
human rights and trade.

Mr. LEACH. Mr. Speaker, the House gath-
ers today to consider an issue of seminal im-
portance for the national interests of the
United States: the case for Permanent Normal
Trade Relations (PNTR) with China and Chi-
na’s prospective membership in the World
Trade Organization (WTO).

There can be little doubt that this is the
most consequential foreign policy legislation
upon which this Congress has been asked to
address in the new millennium. Impressively,
the vast majority of Members appear united on
the principle that it is in the interests of the
United States to develop a credible strategy
for integrating China into the world economy
as a responsible power that accepts inter-
national political and trading norms. What is at
issue is means, not ends; that is, whether
granting PNTR advances U.S. interests and
values in modern China.

In my judgment, approving PNTR for China
is in the enlightened self-interest of the people
of the United States and of China. It promotes
our economic well-being by opening Chinese
markets to American goods and services. It
advances our interest in a rules-based inter-
national trading system by helping to ‘‘lock-in’’
Chinese reforms, economic restructuring, and
a commitment to orderly globalization. China’s
accession to the WTO, in turn, also paves the
way for a long-overdue entry by a democratic
Taiwan into the global trading body.

China’s entry into the WTO, coupled with
permanent normal trade relations, opens up
substantial commercial advantages to the
United States. With market-opening commit-
ments in agriculture, banking and financial
services, telecommunications and a panoply of
other industries, Americans and other export-
ers will have much greater access to a market
that reflects fully one-fifth of the world’s popu-
lation. Credible estimates suggest that the
market-opening concessions that would ac-
company PNTR would boost U.S. exports to
China by around $3 billion or close to a 15%
increase in current U.S. exports to China.

Indeed, the math is on our side. While we
frequently have 3 to 5 percent tariffs on Chi-
nese goods coming into our country, they just
as frequently have 30 to 50 percent tariffs on
American goods shipped to China. This agree-
ment negligibly effects America’s tariff struc-
ture, but dramatically reduces Chinese levies,
down in must instances to the single digit
level.

The Committee on Banking and Financial
Services has jurisdiction over certain macro-
economic issues as well as the financial serv-
ices industry in particular. With regard to com-
mercial products, China maintains unfairly high
tariffs, which this PNTR approach is designed
to reduce. With regard to financial services,
China maintains arbitrary non-tariff barriers,
which this PNTR approach is designed to dis-
mantle. Reduction in Chinese tariffs and non-
tariff barriers is self-apparently in the U.S. na-
tional interest. Not insignificantly, commerce
follows finance. If we fail to pass PNTR, China
will simply import fewer manufactured goods
and farm products from the United States. It
will be German, French and Japanese banks
which will enter China and, by so doing, facili-
tate exports from the companies they serve in
their own countries. America will remain an
import haven, but opportunities for building ex-
port jobs here at home will be denied to Amer-
ican workers.

Here, I would emphasize a fatal flaw of fail-
ing to approve PNTR—it would leave the U.S.
unable to apply WTO rules and obligations on
the Chinese government, including standards
of openness and reciprocity as well as mecha-
nisms for dispute resolution. In other words,
American farmers, workers and consumers
would be denied the market-opening and
rules-based trade benefits that China would
otherwise be obligated to embrace, and our
European and Japanese competitors would be
given extraordinary market advantages in
China.

In this regard, it must be stressed that al-
though our economic ties to China have grown
rapidly in recent years, so too has the size of
our trade deficit. It is time American leaders
make the fundamental point that normal trade
relations are all about reciprocity. A billion dol-
lar a week trade deficit is politically and eco-
nomically unsustainable, particularly if China’s

market is closed to American products or bi-
ased in favor of products and services from
other countries.

The best way for countries to have good
sustainable political relations is to have recip-
rocal open markets, and the best way to
achieve reciprocity in trade is to get politics
out of economics and competition into the
market.

Balanced and mutually beneficial trade is a
cornerstone of good Sino-American relations.
Likewise, unbalanced trade contains the smol-
dering prospect of social rupture. Hence, little
is more in the U.S. interest than to promote
reform and liberalization of China’s economic,
trade, and investment regimes and to bind
China to the rules of international commerce.

For some, the PNTR issue has come to
symbolize concerns about globalization and
the increased integration of the world econ-
omy through trade flows, capital flows, and
high-speed information technology. While
angst exists in some segments of the Amer-
ican public, as in all publics, about competition
and globalization, the historical record affirms
that market systems based on free trade and
the rule of law lead to higher standards of liv-
ing than systems based on political isolation or
economic autarky.

Protectionism is particularly harmful in the
credit, securities, and savings industries be-
cause the general economy is dependent on
each. In the U.S. today approximately one-
fourth of banking assets and one-third of com-
mercial loans are made by foreign entities.

While some may be startled by these statis-
tics, in general, Americans consider foreign fi-
nancial competition good for the nation’s econ-
omy and believe it would be even more so in
developing countries such as China, which
need to build a financial system that can allo-
cate capital on a market basis. Hence, one of
the most beneficial and far-reaching aspects
of our bilateral WTO accession agreement is
China’s commitment to undertake the progres-
sive dismantling of barriers to foreign invest-
ment in its financial services industry.

More broadly, Beijing’s commitment to the
rules and obligations of a WTO-based frame-
work should help support China’s transition to
a modern market economy based on the rule
of law. As the world’s most populous nation,
China’s successful management of economic
and social reform is very much in the interest
of the U.S. and the broader global economy.
Joining the WTO binds China to a set of rules,
which limits the ability of government officials
to capriciously change market rules to ad-
vance personal or vested interests. This will
help Chinese reformers lay the basis for a
rule-based economy that is the best hope for
controlling pervasive official corruption. In this
context, it deserves stressing that government
centered, managed trade provides fertile
ground for corrupt practices. On the other
hand, free trade under the rule of law is an
economic framework where social corruption
has a more difficult time flourishing.

Many Americans, including Members of
Congress, are vexed by the human rights
record of China and are concerned by the
pace of economic and political change in
China. On the other hand, experience teaches
that the political system that best fits economic
free enterprise is reflected in democratic polit-
ical institutions of, by, and for the people. Ad-
vancing freely associated economic ties with
the West under the rubric of internationally ac-
cepted trade rules has one principal political
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side effect: it builds bridges to democracy.
Quixotic attempts to isolate China economi-
cally run the great risk of exacerbating human
rights abuses, stunting prospects of estab-
lishing democratic institutions, and causing in-
temperate international actions.

Chinese society is changing far more rapidly
than most Americans realize. The late Deng
Xiaoping underscored the new Chinese prag-
matism with his cat and mice metaphor, and
by promoting ‘‘socialism with Chinese charac-
teristics.’’ Twenty years of ad hoc, pragmatic
economic reforms have moved China from the
chaos of the Cultural Revolution to unprece-
dented economic development and largely
peaceful social change, quadrupling the stand-
ard of living and laying the foundation for sys-
temic reforms. Indeed, despite indefensible ex-
amples of continued political repression,
against groups like the Falun Gong and liberal
intellectuals, China may be changing as rap-
idly as any other country in the world. While
a communist style political apparatus remains
ensconced at the top of Chinese society, at
local government levels, experiments with
democratic elections are occurring and at the
individual and family levels, free speech has
become increasingly the norm. In sharp con-
trast with the period of Mao’s Cultural Revolu-
tion there is little question that China has be-
come a far more open society than it was just
a generation ago when Deng inaugurated his
period of ‘‘opening and reform.’’

Nonetheless, China’s economic and social
system cannot develop to its fullest unless the
rule of law and its associated rights-including
freedom of speech and of the press, due proc-
ess for disputes over contractual obligations,
and a judiciary that efficiently and fairly adju-
dicates disputes—are made central tenets of
Chinese life. As the development of a modern
market economy impacts on politics, Beijing’s
leaders can be expected to recognize the in-
compatibility of free enterprise and an authori-
tarian political system. Instability is simply too
easily unleashed in society when governments
fail to provide safeguards for individual rights
and fail to erect political institutions adaptable
to change and accountable to the people.

Lastly, establishing permanent normal trade
will help foster a stable, mutually beneficial
Sino-American relationship, a bilateral relation-
ship that is of profound importance to the fu-
ture of peace and prosperity not just in Asia,
but for the world. Here, a note about Taiwan
is important. It is no accident that people in
Taiwan as well as Hong Kong strongly favor
America normalizing trade relations with Bei-
jing. The opposite—nonnormal trade—pre-
sents too many opportunities for friction in an
area desperate for normalcy and stability.

From a historical perspective free trade is a
natural extension of the open door policy that
hallmarked American involvement in China at
the end of the 19th century. Rejecting PNTR
would effectively drive a stake through the
heart of our economic ties with China and
place in grave jeopardy the future of our rela-
tionship with one-fifth of the world’s popu-
lation.

Whether the 21st century is peaceful and
whether it is prosperous will most of all de-
pend on whether the world’s most populous
country can live with itself and become open
to the world in a fair and respectful manner.
How the United States, its allies, and the inter-
national system responds to the complexities
and challenges of modern China is also one of

the central foreign policy challenges of our
time.

Failure to approve PNTR would not be re-
sponsive to that challenge. It would not effec-
tively address our legitimate concerns on
human rights, nonproliferation, relations across
the Taiwan straits, or trade. On the contrary,
rejection of PNTR would go back on our open
door tradition and suggest that China and the
United States can not maintain cooperative re-
lations. It would be a vote with destabilizing
consequences for the region and beyond.

Ironically, in this seminal foreign policy vote,
the president’s political opposition is willing to
share the obligations of governance despite
electoral advantage that would accrue in re-
fusing to adopt a bipartisan approach. Repub-
licans are generally prepared to be supportive
of the president’s initiative because the major-
ity consider PNTR to be key to peace, sta-
bility, and prosperity in the 21st century. It
would be tragic, and I might say unprece-
dented in the post World War II era in any
Western democracy, if the majority of the ad-
ministration’s own party fails to support its
President on what is almost certainly the Ex-
ecutive Branch’s most important foreign policy
initiative.

The irony that should not go unnoticed is
that after all the discord between the Execu-
tive and Legislative branches over the past
several years the President’s own party may
produce a vote of no-confidence in the Presi-
dent while the Republicans in this instance
support his foreign policy judgment.

In the strongest possible terms, I urge my
colleagues to cast a vote with majority support
in both parties in favor of this crucial economic
and foreign policy measure. Absent a Demo-
cratic as well as Republican stamp of ap-
proval, foreign economic policy will be seen at
home and abroad as subject to capricious
change in Congress if there is a shift in party
control.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of H.R. 4444, which grants
the president authority to extend permanent
normal trade relations (PNTR) with the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and I urge our col-
leagues to adopt the measure.

Mr. Speaker, as we all recognize, the deci-
sion before us is of historic dimension and is
one of the most important actions taken by
this Congress. The arguments for and against
granting PNTR to China are exceedingly
broad and complex. The stakes, too, are tre-
mendous, as it involves the destiny of the
most populous nation with one-quarter of plan-
et’s inhabitants, the future of America’s eco-
nomic strength and vitality, and perhaps the
very stability of the world.

I commend my colleagues and deeply re-
spect their commitment regardless of their po-
sition on the issue before us, for there are
valid and compelling arguments to be made
on both sides.

On this matter, Mr. Speaker, I wish to make
a few observations. After examining the No-
vember 1999 trade agreement negotiated by
the United States with China, it is abundantly
clear that granting PNTR to China to facilitate
its entry into the World Trading Organization
(WTO) will bring innumerable trade benefits to
America.

Under the trade agreement, China must dra-
matically reduce tariffs, phase out quotas, and
open up closed market sectors, while the U.S.
simply maintains the status quo with no further

trade concessions to China. It is truly a one-
way deal in our favor. Ensuring that China and
the U.S. trade on a level playing field, with
WTO enforcement, should go a long way to-
ward rectifying our present trade imbalance.

On the other hand, if we fail to grant PNTR
to China, Mr. Speaker, China will still enter the
WTO but will not be obligated to extend WTO
trade benefits to the U.S. This will significantly
reduce U.S. trade and investment with China.
I believe our economic competitors in Europe,
Japan and Asia will welcome our absence in
China, Mr. Speaker, and through the WTO
take advantage of China’s market-openings to
our detriment.

Although the trade incentives for extending
China PNTR are obvious and apparent, Mr.
Speaker, the most important consideration for
me concerns what will best promote democra-
tization and continued political, social and
human rights progress in China.

On that point, Mr. Speaker, I find most per-
suasive and enlightening the voices of those
Chinese who have been persecuted and are
among China’s most ardent and vocal critics—
individuals who would be expected to take a
hard line stance against the Beijing govern-
ment.

For example, look at prominent dissident
Bao Tong, who has urged the U.S. Congress
to pass PNTR as it would hasten China’s
entry into the WTO, forcing adherence to inter-
national standards of conduct and respect for
the rule of law. Bao has noted that the annual
Congressional trade reviews have not been ef-
fective to improve human rights in China and
other tools must be sought.

Xie Wanjun, an exiled leader of Tiananmen
Square democracy protests and organizer of
the China Democracy Party, supports PNTR
and the China trade deal. Xie states, ‘‘The
closer and economic relationships between
the United States and China, the more
chances for the United States to monitor
human rights in China and the more effective
for the United States to push China to launch
political reforms.’’

Longtime dissident, Ren Wanding, who has
been jailed for 11 out of the last 21 years,
states, ‘‘If you really want China to change,
then you should approve PNTR. If you want to
isolate China and see it get worse, then it will
get worse and worse.’’

Mr. Speaker, these Chinese democracy ac-
tivists, along with Wang Dan, Dai Qing, Zhou
Litai and other prominent dissidents, urge that
the U.S. extend PNTR to China. Joining their
voices are other Chinese leaders who have
opposed Beijing’s communist control, including
Hong Kong’s Democratic Party Chairman Mar-
tin Lee and Taiwan’s new President Chen
Shui-bian. Both Lee and Chen have called for
normalization of trade relations between the
U.S. and China and WTO accession by China.

Mr. Speaker, we should listen to the wisdom
of these courageous Chinese, whose creden-
tials are impeccable and who clearly have the
interests of all of the Chinese people at heart.
They know that it is absolutely crucial and vital
for continued political, social and human rights
progress in China that the U.S. maintain and
expand its presence there through trade.

The Chinese people thirst for U.S. engage-
ment because America, and everything it rep-
resents, is the only nation with the power, the
conscience, and the fortitude to push for true
reforms and democracy in China.

Mr. Speaker, I urge our colleagues to hear
the pleas of the Chinese people for a brighter
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future. It is in their best interests, as well as
ours, that we extend permanent trade relations
to China by adoption of the legislation before
us.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of establishing Permanent
Normal Trade Relations with China.

Mr. Speaker, China is a rogue nation. Totali-
tarians and Communists rule it. These leaders
oppress their people and deny the basic free-
doms and religious liberties that we hold so
dear here in America. China regularly fails to
abide by standards of good citizenship in the
community of nations. China’s officials have
been tied with attempts to influence the 1996
elections in the United States through con-
tributions to the Democratic National Com-
mittee. This nation’s spies have stolen our nu-
clear technology. It sells missile technology to
Iran and North Korea and regularly threatens
war against Taiwan.

It is in this environment that Congress must
decide whether we should continue our annual
renewal of normal trade relations (NTR) for
China, and forego the benefits of lower tariffs
and increased access to China’s markets, or
grant permanent normal trade relations,
(PNTR) for China. I believe firmly that this
vote affects the advancement of America’s na-
tional interests, including national security,
human rights, religious liberty, and commerce
and American jobs.

With very few measures have I so deeply
struggled with determining the best course of
action, and with identifying what is right or
wrong for America. After carefully considering
all the facts, and reviewing the notes and let-
ters and calls from my constituents, I believe
that our best hope for advancing American na-
tional interests in China is fulfilled by granting
PNTR to China. Moreover, failing to do so
today would damage America’s interests, in
national security, human rights and religious
freedoms, and American commerce and jobs.

Let me first address the matter of American
national security. I can assure you that since
nearly losing my life fighting communism in
Vietnam, the matter of what action best rep-
resents America’s national security interests is
a matter which I take very seriously. Beijing
has exhibited poor citizenship in the world. It
tested missiles in the Taiwan Straits on the
eve of free elections in Taiwan. It has sold
missiles and weapons materials to rogue ter-
rorist nations. It smuggled AK–47 rifles into
the United States, bound for Los Angeles
street gangs. It increased its defense budget
40 percent over the past several years.

However, in light of this current and emerg-
ing national security concern, I believe it is
only through American engagement, through
the extension of PNTR to China, that provides
the best hope to advance America’s national
security interests in China and East Asia. I am
under no illusion that by extending PNTR to
China will work miracles in the advancement
of our national security. It will not. Yet, the
penalty for sacrificing our engagement in
China by not granting PNTR is much worse.
Denying PNTR to China will not keep China
out of the WTO. Denying PNTR to China will
not protect Taiwan, which is why the govern-
ment leaders of Taiwan support granting
PNTR to China. Rather, denying PNTR to
China would bring instability to this critically
important area of the world. Denying PNTR to
China would force the Beijing regime away
from the United States, undermine advocates

for democracy in China, and drive China away
from the community of law-abiding countries,
into the arms of the world’s terrorist nations.

Thus, I conclude that it is in America’s na-
tional security interest to encourage American
engagement in China and support PNTR for
China.

Secondarily, Mr. Speaker, let me address
the issue of religious liberty and freedom for
the people of China. Again, Beijing’s record in
this field is repugnant to the cause of freedom.
Its list of crimes against freedom goes on and
on. Beijing oppresses the Buddhist people of
Tibet, and the Muslims of Xinjiang. It strictly
limits the rights of Christians from meeting or
owning religious materials. It practices a popu-
lation policy that includes forced abortion and
sterilization. It has detained, jailed, and killed
its dissidents. It severely restricts the activities
of people of faith, and imprisons priests and
ministers, and closes house churches that at-
tempt to teach religion free from the reach of
the Beijing regime.

Given this challenge, what action advances
America’s national interest in this area? I con-
clude that our national interest for religious lib-
erty and freedom is best advanced by extend-
ing PNTR to China. Through American en-
gagement we advance American values,
through the export of commerce and culture,
directly into the lives of Chinese citizens.
While I respect the views of my friends at the
Family Research Council and other family or-
ganizations who strongly oppose extending
PNTR to China, it is also true that several
U.S.-based organizations that support Chris-
tian missionaries in China support PNTR for
China. The case for greater commerce with
China can, therefore, be cast favorably not
just in commercial terms, but in moral terms,
as an engine of liberty and freedom in an op-
pressed nation. This is why many of our na-
tion’s most respected religious leaders, from
Billy Graham to Pat Robertson, have called for
keeping the door to China open.

I agree that PNTR for China will not work
miracles for the people of China. It will not di-
rectly free a single person wrongly imprisoned
by the communist government of China. How-
ever, Wang Juntao, the leader of the protests
at Tiananmen Square several years back, has
said this: ‘‘I prefer to choose ‘yes’ . . . Both
fundamental change in the human rights situa-
tion and democratization in China will come
from efforts by Chinese within China. The
more the relationship between the two coun-
tries expands, the more space there will be for
independent forces to grow in China. Such
independent forces will eventually push China
toward democracy.’’

American commerce with China will give the
Chinese people a taste of economic freedom,
and economic freedom will pave a path toward
more political and religious freedom.

Lastly, I would like to address the matter of
commerce and American jobs with the world’s
most populous nation. Companies in San
Diego engage in significant exports in China.
Among these are Solar Turbines, Cubic,
Qualcomm, Jet Products, and several other
firms large and small, which engage in manu-
facturing, telecommunications, television, com-
puters, biotechnology, pharmaceuticals, and
many other industries, employing thousands of
San Diegans in good high tech, high skill, high
wage jobs. Furthermore, many Americans jobs
are dependent on imports from China. These
include high-tech jobs in the computer hard-

ware and electronic device industries, and
hundreds of thousands of lower-tech jobs, in-
cluding retailers with shops all across Amer-
ica. In addition, American consumers rely on
the ability to purchase goods made in China.

The vote before us today is about granting
American companies access to China. This
vote and WTO membership for China only
lowers China’s tariffs and China’s barriers to
trade. This action will allow American compa-
nies to increase distribution in China, allowing
more goods to be made in America and ex-
ported. This bill will allow American financial
service companies and insurance companies
unprecedented access to China’s markets.
Our action today will benefit all Americans
through greater exports, investment, and op-
portunity in China.

I want to remind my colleagues that this
vote is not a goal line. This is not the end of
our duty to the American people on this issue,
nor is this the last time that we must face the
burden of addressing the shortcomings of
China. To use a football analogy, this is an-
other first down in our relationship with China.
Since President Nixon returned to China, our
relationship has been growing and China has
changed. Since I was there 20 years ago,
China is a better place.

If we are to continue moving China in the
right direction during the next 10–20 years, we
must assure that certain conditions are in
place to foster that development.

We need a President who will not sell se-
crets to China for campaign contributions;

A Vice-President that will show leadership
and distinguish right from wrong;

A State Department and Commerce Depart-
ment that will fight for America’s interests and
not devalue national security concerns for
business expediency;

A Department of Defense that has a strong
leadership and the support and funding nec-
essary to defend America and protect our
servicemen and women;

And intelligence organizations with the as-
sets and direction to protect our strategic and
economic interests here and abroad.

Right now we have none of these things.
And because of the repeated failures of the
Clinton-Gore administration on China policy,
Congress must exercise leadership in the
United States-China relationship. Here in the
People’s House, we must remember that
America is the world’s leader in human rights,
religious freedoms and peace and prosperity.

I want to close by sharing a recent experi-
ence I had in Vietnam. Several years ago, my
good friend Rep. HAL ROGERS asked me to
accompany him to Vietnam to raise the flag
and reopen our embassy there. My first re-
sponse to him was no. I did not want to return
to Vietnam. I had lost too many friends and
had too many memories of my time there to
return. Then Pete Peterson, now our Ambas-
sador to Vietnam, who was then our col-
league, called me. Pete said, ‘‘Duke, I was a
POW. It is tough for me to return to Vietnam,
I need you to help me return there and raise
America’s flag.’’ To Pete I said ‘‘yes.’’ So I re-
turned to Vietnam.

While I was there I toured old target sites
and met with people who had led the Viet-
namese Army we fought against. One of those
was the head of the Vietnamese security
forces. He is now the Mayor of Hanoi. He
shared with us many of his thoughts and
views on the United States relationship with
Vietnam and his views on Communism.
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When our conversation turned to questions,

I asked him why Vietnam was not moving to
open trade with the United States. And I will
always remember what he said.

He said, ‘‘Congressman, we are com-
munists. If we allow trade with America, our
people will have things. They will have prop-
erty and be able to own things without our
control. That, Congressman, will hurt us and
weaken our control over the people.’’

When he finished, I thought to myself—
‘‘trade is good.’’

Mr. Speaker, expanding trade with China
advances America’s national interests. Ex-
panded trade will help us weaken the hold of
the dictators in Beijing, bring economic pros-
perity and greater stability to the entire Far
East region, and carry American values of
freedom and liberty into China.

Mr. Speaker, trade is good.
Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of

H.R. 4444. Establishing permanent trade rela-
tions with the largest market on the face of the
planet is the right thing for the American peo-
ple and it is the right direction to support the
United States economy.

I have traveled in China and several other
Pacific Rim countries. I understand the wealth
of opportunity that is available to the countries
who take the step of moving aggressively into
the markets of Asia without barriers, beginning
in the largest market in the world, China. Es-
tablishing normal trade relations with this mar-
ket so our businesses have a level playing
field has enormous positive economic con-
sequences for this country that will last
throughout the course of this century. Not so
long ago, China was a poor country. Now their
coastal cities are the new, churning econo-
mies of the Pacific Rim. The enormous
changes that are occurring on the coast are
spreading rapidly to the interior of China, and
touching the lives of people there.

The economic advantages of supporting
trade with China may well be enough reason
to support this resolution, but that is only the
beginning. Possibly the most important reason
the U.S. needs a permanent trading relation-
ship with china is the national security implica-
tions it provides to us. I have seen first hand
the relationship China has with the other na-
tions of the Pacific Rim. These nations have
hundreds of centuries of history between
themselves and China. When China stands
closer to the United States, it is possible for
the other countries of the Pacific Rim to work
with the United States on trade and make the
world safer and more democratic.

While we have an utterly different philos-
ophy of government than does China, during
the course of our history it has been the inher-
ent responsibility of the American people, es-
pecially entrepreneurs, to spread the spirit of
democracy and freedom throughout the world.
This may be our most unique opportunity to
reach the largest number of people yet with
the message that the principles of work and
responsibility are the foundation of freedom
and self-determination. There is no better way
to spread the message of democracy than to
engage the world’s largest nation in a trade
agreement that will benefit the United States
and China for decades and probably centuries
to come. When we engage a country of 1.3
billion people, we take a positive step in dem-
onstrating how freedom works.

This vote will soon take its place alongside
the pivotal votes of the past decade which

have played a large role in redefining eco-
nomic success and budgetary policy: the 1993
Budget Deficit Reduction Act; the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
(GATT). We have been enjoying tremendous
economic opportunities for the past few years
and I hope it continues for a very long time.
Remember, we can best provide for people
and communities in the United States when
our economy is strong, and PNTR will go a
long way towards keeping our economy
strong.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, one
of the most important decisions I have to
make as a Member of Congress each year, is
how to vote on our nation’s trading relation-
ship with China. This year, many of my con-
stituents have been engaged in this debate as
they have called, written, or stopped by my of-
fice to urge me to vote in favor of, or in oppo-
sition to, normalizing trade relations with
China.

I have spent months and indeed years
weighing the advantages and disadvantages
of approving Permanent Normal Trading Rela-
tions (PNTR) with China. We have debated
this measure ever since I began my service in
1994. As I reviewed the arguments on wheth-
er or not to extend Normal Trade Relations to
China on a permanent basis, I have decided
against PNTR for China.

I plan to vote no for several reasons:
1. The worsening of labor and human rights

situation in China;
2. The continued aggressive military state-

ments and actions against a Democratic Tai-
wan;

3. The transfer of sensitive military tech-
nology by China to rouge nations; and

4. The failure of the current Administration
to effectively monitor and enforce the trade
agreements they have already signed with
China, including launch quota agreements,
which of course, are very important for our
district.

First, this is a vote of conscience. My staff
and I have thoroughly reviewed the 1999 U.S.
State Department Report on Human Rights
Practices in China, which was released in
February. The Report told the story of egre-
gious civil and human rights abuses by the
Chinese government against its own people.

The Administration’s Report said, ‘‘The se-
curity apparatus is made up of the Ministries
of State Security and Public Security, the Peo-
ple’s Armed Police, the People’s Liberation
Army, and the state judicial, procuratorial, and
penal systems. Security policy and personnel
were responsible for numerous human rights
abuses.’’

The Report goes on to say, ‘‘The [Chinese]
Government’s poor human rights record dete-
riorated markedly throughout the year, as the
Government intensified efforts to suppress dis-
sent, particularly organized dissent . . . The
Government tightened restrictions on freedom
of speech and of the press, and increased
controls on the Internet; self-censorship by
journalists also increased . . . The govern-
ment continues to restrict freedom of religion,
and intensified controls on some unregistered
churches.’’

In addition, violence against Chinese
women is on the rise as the government con-
tinues to, as the Report states, ‘‘induce coer-
cive family planning—which sometimes in-
cludes forced abortion and sterilization; pros-

titution; discrimination against women; [Gov-
ernment] trafficking in women and children;
[Government] abuse of children; and discrimi-
nation against the disabled and minorities are
all problems.

I believe that by voting in favor of PNTR, I
would be giving my implicit support for these
violations of basic human rights. There are
some of my colleagues who believe that
through engagement we can effect changes in
China. There may be some merit to that argu-
ment and I do not fault them for that belief. I
cannot, however, in good conscience, vote to
extend this privilege to China at this time.
They have shown an unwillingness to em-
brace basic freedoms.

I am also deeply troubled by Communist
China’s aggressive militaristic threats toward a
Democratic Taiwan. The Chinese government
has threatened the democratically elected Tai-
wanese government. The Chinese have said
in no uncertain terms that the recently elected
democratic leaders of Taiwan have no role as
China usurps Taiwan’s independence under
the Chinese umbrella of Communism and to-
talitarianism.

Even before threatening Taiwan, China was
engaged in a massive spying effort on the
United States. In fact, the Congressional ‘‘Cox
Commission,’’ produced a three-volume report
outlining and detailing the military and com-
mercial abuses and concerns the United
States has with the Chinese government.
Among the key findings of the bipartisan Cox
China Espionage Report were:

1. That Communist China stole billions of
dollars worth of American nuclear secrets that
took our scientists decades of hard work to
develop;

2. The Peoples Republic of China has sto-
len classified information on every warhead
used for our ICBM and our submarine
launched ballistic missiles; and

3. According to the unanimous judgment of
the Committee, The People’s Republic of
China will exploit elements of stolen U.S. ther-
monuclear weapons designs on its new
ICBMs as 2002.

The Report goes on and on, like back-
ground for a Tom Clancy novel, threatening
the very fiber of our cultural heritage.

China has taken the technology they have
stolen and shared it with rogue nations. They
have encouraged the proliferation of nuclear
weapons and missile technology by sharing
these sensitive technologies with rogue na-
tions.

No longer are the American people safe
from terrorists and the aggressions of our en-
emies. As many of these rouge nations have
access to our top level military secrets. What
is most disturbing is that the Administration
knew about these security breaches as early
as 1995, but failed to act because they were
fearful of the repercussions and potential the
political fallout.

My first experience with our government’s
effectiveness or unwillingness to challenge the
Chinese in their failure to live up to their
agreements came in 1997, and was in relation
to the launch agreements, known as the Bilat-
eral Space Launch Services Trade Agree-
ment. The Administration significantly ex-
panded agreements with the Chinese and
Russians which permitted U.S. satellite manu-
facturers to ship satellites to Russia and China
for launch. These agreements permitted larger
numbers of U.S. satellites to be shipped to
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China and Russia for launch in these coun-
tries. The Chinese signed an agreement stat-
ing that they, a non-market economy (NME),
would not sell launch services at below market
costs, in other words ‘‘no market dumping.’’

In probing this issue, I discovered that the
Chinese were indeed allowed to ‘‘dump’’
launch services on the international market at
below market costs. This was in violation of
the agreement that they signed and it also
was taking launches away from U.S. launch
facilities at the Cape. Furthermore, our U.S.
Trade Representative failed to respond to my
inquiries over whether or not they were ad-
dressing this issue of dumping. It was not until
I personally went down to their offices and
went through their files that I discovered the
fact that they were taking no steps whatsoever
to curtail this problem. Furthermore, they
never took any action to even discuss this
problem with the Chinese.

This is a very disturbing trend which I can-
not envision will improve until we as a nation
decide to look at China differently. We must
always keep our national security, our eco-
nomic security, and the security of basic
human rights in mind in all our dealings with
China. Thus far, we have not.

Today I have outlined for you numerous
abuses by the Chinese government. And, I un-
derstand that at some point there may be the
tremendous economic potential to open our
trading relations with the people of China.
However, today I cannot support the Chinese
government’s repression of human and civil
rights of the Chinese people; I cannot support
their continued threats against Taiwan; and I
cannot support their theft of American tech-
nology and military secrets. Until China can
demonstrate a better track record in these key
areas; I will not support Permanent Normal
Trade Relations with China.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my strong support for H.R.
4444. Why is granting Permanent Normalized
Trade Relations (PNTR) to China so impor-
tant? There are several answers to this ques-
tion. Granting PNTR to China transcends polit-
ical, economic, and social boundaries and
should foster better relations between the
United States and China. Markets will be
opened, diplomatic communication will be en-
hanced, and democratic values will spread in
a Communist arena;.

There is no question that the South Bay and
the state of California will see the benefits.
China’s entry in the World Trade Organization
(WTO) would mean dramatically expanded ac-
cess to one of the largest and fastest growing
markets in the world. China is currently our
12th largest trading partner. According to
some experts, with China’s entry into the
WTO, that trade could double. Trade in and
out of the Ports of Los Angeles and Long
Beach would dramatically rise.

To be admitted into the WTO, China will
have to make significant concessions to the
other members. The U.S. reached an agree-
ment with China on bilateral trade terms last
November. This agreement dramatically cuts
tariffs on American products, eliminates most
domestic ownership requirements and pro-
vides greater transparency regarding Chinese
business practices.

Let’s take two industries important to my
district to illustrate the benefits of this agree-
ment. Mattel currently makes toys in China. To
sell these toys in China, they must first be ex-

ported out of China and then imported back
into the country. On import, Mattel must pay a
tariff equal to 35%. After importation, Mattel
must rely on Chinese companies to distribute
the product in the country. PNTR will eliminate
this requirement and effectively reduce the tar-
iff rates to zero by 2005. The result? In-
creased sales and improved productivity for a
U.S. company.

The benefits are the same for cars and auto
parts. Currently, for TRW to sell auto parts in
China, it must import the parts, which are sub-
ject to tariffs that range between 23.4% and
70%. To sell cars in China, Honda and Ford
are subject to import tariffs as high as 100%.
These companies are also subject to limits on
the number of vehicles they can sell. The Chi-
nese also require that cars sold in China must
be substantially composed of Chinese parts,
further hampering TRW’s ability to sell Amer-
ican-made parts in China. With PNTR, tariffs
are substantially reduced and the Chinese
component requirement is eliminated. The re-
sult? Increased production and more jobs in
the United States.

Granting PNTR for China is not all about
dollar signs. There are also the social implica-
tions that increased trade promotes. There
has been much debate, often times heated
and emotional, over whether to enter into this
agreement with China.

Many of the negative feelings associated
with China stem from the oppressive 1989
crackdown of the student protesters in
Tiananamen Square. Communist China re-
minds us of our Cold War opponents of yes-
terday. However, our greatest opportunity to
implement change is to open the avenues of
trade. Expanded trade relations means a
greater flow of democratic ideals to a popu-
lation unfamiliar with the freedoms we enjoy.
The economic freedoms that China is pursuing
will not work without some levels of political
and personal freedom as well.

Companies like Mattel also implement strict
codes of conduct for production facilities and
contract manufacturers. This focus upon work-
ing conditions and employee treatment means
better treatment for Chinese workers following
adoption of PNTR.

Alan Greenspan, Chairman of the Federal
Reserve, recently wrote, ‘‘The addition of the
Chinese economy to the global marketplace
will result in a more efficient worldwide alloca-
tion of resources and will raise standards of
living in China and it’s trading partners. . . Fur-
ther development of China’s trading relation-
ships with the United States and other indus-
trial countries will work to strengthen the rule
of law within China and to firm its commitment
to economic reform.’’

Diplomatic ties will also be strengthened
with improved trade relations with China. The
worst possible scenario occurs if Congress de-
nies granting China PNTR. In this case, diplo-
matic communication between the United
States and China will be severely limited. It
would be dangerous if we, as leaders of the
free world, do not have open lines of commu-
nication with the most populated country in the
world. I do not believe that this is a risk worth
taking.

There is no doubt that California will make
great gains through increased trade. The 36th
congressional district also stands to benefit.
But considering the big picture, increased
trade and increased communication with
China will allow an opportunity to lessen ten-

sions between our two countries. The fall of
the Iron Curtain took the Berlin Wall with it.
Progress can be made with China. Support
PNTR.

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
support Permanent Normal Trade Relations
status for China. This measure is an important
step in promoting free and fair trade between
the United States and the People’s Republic
of China, and in promoting freedom within
China.

I remain concerned about the behavior of
the Chinese leadership in a number of impor-
tant areas, including weapons proliferation,
human rights, and relations with Taiwan. In
the past, I have voted against extending NTR
for these reasons.

But the vote before us today is different. Ex-
tending Permanent NTR to China and sup-
porting its accession to the World Trade Orga-
nization is the strongest catalyst for change in
that country. It will promote the free market
there. It will promote the rule of law there. And
I strongly believe that it will ultimately promote
the rise of democracy there.

We have seen capitalism rip through the
‘‘Iron Curtain,’’ and now we have a tremen-
dous opportunity to see it tear through Com-
munist China.

We cannot do this by allowing the remnants
of an antiquated economic system to remain
isolated. Those in China who want to see this
measure fail are the hard-line Communists
who seek to maintain control and oppress the
new generation that yearns for a better life.
The greatest threat to the future of these
Communist tyrants is the passage of PNTR
and the freedom it unleashes.

Today we have an unprecedented oppor-
tunity to gain substantially greater access to
China’s market of well over one billion people.
If we pass this measure, China will have to
change its protectionist laws and policies, and
reduce tariff rates on U.S. products. But if we
do not extend PNTR, we will lose these bene-
fits, while our trade competitors gain them.

Mr. Speaker the best way to name the com-
munist bear is not to poke it in its eye, but to
endear yourself to its cubs. The new genera-
tion of Chinese knows America and has a
strong desire to emulate our values and cul-
ture. This is our country’s chance to engage
China and have a truly profound effect on that
nation’s future.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 4444, legislation to
grant Permanent Normal Trade Relations with
China.

The United States Trade Representative’s
agreement with China gives us a unique and
historic opportunity to challenge old assump-
tions and establish new goals with respect to
China. The Administration, in November, laid
its bet on improving economic relations with
China as the best way to ensure that this
huge and growing power will become a con-
structive member of the world community.
Today, it is up to Congress to affirm this deal
to make these opportunities a reality.

Despite our disappointments with China’s in-
ternal policies, this is not a time to withdraw
and abandon all dealings with China, particu-
larly those that are clearly in our own interest
to pursue. The deal the U.S. Trade Represent-
ative made with China represents a series of
major concessions by the Chinese to accom-
plish a goal—Chinese membership in the
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WTO—that is also clearly in our national inter-
ests. This deal is a classic ‘‘win-win’’ propo-
sition for the United States.

While China will benefit from expanded
trade and investment, this deal is composed of
a series of unilateral concessions by China
that reduce most of its tariffs, open the mar-
kets most attractive to U.S. goods and serv-
ices, and commit China to international rules
of commercial behavior and extensive moni-
toring of its compliance. Granting China PNTR
would result in an opening of markets for
American farmers, bankers, insurers, and
manufacturers of microchips, chemicals, cars,
computers, and software, who will reap bene-
fits from a whole new level of access to what
is potentially the world’s largest consumer
market.

To fully realize the benefits of trade, how-
ever, requires more than agreements to re-
duce barriers. Sustaining support for the trad-
ing system also requires that the rules under
which countries engage in trade are credible
and equitable. The rules should ensure that
governments play fair—that they not seek ad-
vantage for favored interests by subsidizing
their producers or passing regulations that un-
necessarily distort international trade. Fairness
also requires that the gains from trade are
shared widely and do not come at the ex-
pense of core labor and human rights stand-
ards.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before Congress to-
day’s bill will make these larger goals pos-
sible. Beyond the market-opening provisions in
H.R. 4444, this bill also contains thoughtful
provisions developed by Representatives
LEVIN and BEREUTER that will establish mecha-
nisms to monitor human rights in China, to re-
port on labor market issues, and to encourage
the development of rule of law and democ-
racy-building in China. Granting China perma-
nent PNTR would also mean the beginning of
a long-term transition from a state-controlled
economy toward a free market that will make
these larger goals possible. Indeed, China is
not only agreeing to import more American
products, they are agreeing to import one of
democracy’s most cherished values—eco-
nomic and social freedom.

The only thing the United States would do
in return is grant China the same permanent
‘‘normal trade relations’’ status afforded to all
WTO members, which has been granted on
an annual basis for the past 19 years. Grant-
ing PNTR to China is not a ‘‘blessing’’ of their
past and current behavior. Rather, it is a com-
mitment by China to change its behavior to
become a responsible global citizen.

This deal would impose on China a clear
set of rules for business whereby the United
States will benefit from China’s verifiable and
enforceable commitment to play by the world’s
rules. This deal will allow the United States to
engage this emerging power in well-defined
and civilized manner, rather than isolating it
and strengthening the claims of its militarists
that the America is an enemy. And this deal
will open Chinese markets to U.S. products
and services, which I hope will make the glob-
al economic pie bigger, so everyone gets a
bigger piece.

Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, in
order for farmers, ranchers, and food proc-
essors to succeed in a global market, the US

needs fair trade and fair access to growing
global markets. Nebraska is one of the na-
tion’s leading producers and exporters of agri-
cultural products. Market access is absolutely
crucial to the well being of our producers—as
it is to producers of all commodities nation-
wide.

Agriculture will benefit most from the pend-
ing trade agreement with China. China’s econ-
omy is already among the world’s largest, and
it has expanded at annual rates of nearly 10
percent. By supporting PNTR, we are giving
our agricultural producers the access needed
to compete in the global market. Passing up
the opportunity to increase trade with a coun-
try that has nearly 26 percent of the world’s
population would be a grave error.

Under it’s World Trade Organization acces-
sion agreement, China will lower its tariffs
from 45 to 12 percent on frozen beef, and 45
to 25 percent on chilled beef by 2004. also,
China will accept all beef from the United
States that is accompanied by a USDA certifi-
cate of wholesomeness.

Nebraska’s 1998 exports to China totaled
$33 million, which represents a 1,200 percent
increase from 1993. China is Nebraska’s 14th
largest export destination, up from 31st in
1993. By building on this trend, the U.S. has
taken a step in the right direction. Approval of
PNTR is simply the continuation of this proc-
ess.

Opponents of PNTR legislation argue that
China will no longer need to respect our posi-
tions on human rights and other issues.

However, by joining the WTO, China is
agreeing to a rules-based trading system, and
by working closely with China, the U.S. will be
able to influence positive change on human,
religious, and political rights.

Not only must we support PNTR for China
for agriculture, but for the continued growth of
our nation as a whole. I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 4444.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
join in urging my colleagues to vote No on
granting PNTR for the People’s Republic of
China.

Since relations between the U.S. and China
were normalized, Congress has had the op-
portunity, every year, whether or not to grant
China the same trading status we give to
other ‘‘friendly’’ nations. Although the China
trade deal has won out every year, at least we
had an annual review in place. If this bill
passes, I am sure the dictators in Beijing will
take our concerns even less seriously than
they have in the past.

It is well known that China has a terrible
record on human and worker rights, environ-
mental protection, fair trade and weapons pro-
liferation. China has repeatedly violated almost
all of their prior agreements. The United
States consumes 40 percent of China’s ex-
ports, so common sense dictates that we can
influence China’s actions by threatening to cut
off market access. By essentially granting
China permanent guaranteed access to our
markets we would surrender our only political
and economic leverage.

Big business claims that granting China
PNTR will allow for more American products
to be sold to the 1.2 billion consumers in
China. But even if China opens their doors to

our products, which I don’t believe they intend
on doing, how many cars or designer jeans
will American workers sell to Chinese workers
making 13 cents per hour.

I urge my colleagues to vote against this
‘‘Blank Check for China.’’

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of continued Normal Trade Relations
between the United States and China.

Trade with China has been a significant fac-
tor in the economic expansion we’ve been
able to enjoy during the 1990s. In my own dis-
trict, Greater Cincinnati companies exports to
China have almost doubled in this decade
alone. That means more jobs for my constitu-
ents, more prosperity for the families and busi-
nesses in Southwest Ohio, and a healthier
economy for the area I represent, for the state
of Ohio as a whole and, indeed, for the entire
nation.

For those of my colleagues who are unde-
cided on this subject, I’d urge you to take a
close look at this PNTR agreement, because
it makes so much sense. This is a totally one-
sided agreement. Because we already have
an essentially open market, we’ve given away
nothing to get this deal, but we’ve received
unprecedented concessions from the Chinese.

Mr. Speaker, China has a long way to go on
improving labor standards, human rights and
environmental protection. That’s why I believe
our most important export to China won’t be
our products and services. Our most important
export is our ideas and our beliefs about free-
dom and democracy.

As the United States and China develop
closer ties—as individuals from both countries
begin to interact more often with each other—
it’s going to be impossible for the Chinese
government to prevent our values and ideas
from spreading. You can already see it hap-
pening with the spread of the internet in
China, despite the best efforts of their govern-
ment to slow it down.

Mr. Speaker, we can choose to get rid of
normal trade relations with China, and stand
on the sidelines when our European and
Asian competitors take our place. Or we can
build a strong bilateral relationship through en-
gagement—opening their country to our prod-
ucts and ideas.

I urge my colleagues to support the rational
approach—and to support normal trade rela-
tions with China.

Mr. SKELTON. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support permanent normal trade re-
lations for China. I will vote in favor of PNTR,
not only because of the benefits that American
farmers and businesses stand to gain in terms
of increased trade, which are substantial, but
also because of the impact approval of PNTR
will have for U.S. national security and stability
in Asia.

A solid trade relationship with China, with its
huge potential markets, is important to Mis-
souri. In 1998, China was Missouri’s sixth
most important export market and the United
States’ fourth largest trading partner. From
1991 to 1998, U.S. exports to China more
than doubled. The agreement that the admin-
istration reached with China last November

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 08:21 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00090 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A24MY7.143 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3741May 24, 2000
concerning China’s accession to the World
Trade Organization commits China to elimi-
nate export subsidies and lower tariffs dra-
matically, reduce its farm supports, and play
by the same trade rules as we do. Further
concessions recently gained by the European
Union would increase the benefits, as the
agreement would apply to all parties to the
WTO.

During the first 6 years of the agreement,
USDA estimates U.S. agriculture exports to
China will increase a total of $7.5 billion. In
the first ten years of the agreement, USDA
projects one-third of U.S. export growth will be
in U.S. agricultural products destined for
China.

China is the last major untapped market for
American agriculture. As China moves from an
agrarian economy to a modern economy,
someone must fill the gap. As the standard of
living increases in China, the Chinese people
will be able to buy more U.S. products. To
gain these advantages, Congress must ap-
prove PNTR status for China. If Congress
does not do so, the only winners will be our
international competitors who would welcome
the chance to gain market share that would
otherwise go to U.S. farmers and benefit the
entire agriculture community. Congressional
approval of PNTR also have implications for
U.S. national security. Early this year, I led a
small House Armed Services Committee dele-
gation on a trip to the Asia-Pacific region. Al-
though we did not visit China, we did find in
our meetings will officials how much other na-
tions in Asia value America’s presence and
engagement in the region to promote stability.

The state of U.S.-China relations is critical
to the future stability, prosperity, and peace of
Asia. Encouraging China to participate in glob-
al economic institutions is in our interest be-
cause it will bring China under a system of
global trade rules and draw it into the world
community. It is in our long term interest to
develop a relationship with China that is stable
and predictable. China will enter the WTO
based upon the votes of all 135 WTO mem-
bers. Denial of PNTR by the U.S. will not af-
fect China’s entry into the WTO, but rejecting
PNTR after last year’s negotiated agreement
will diminish our credibility and our ability to
make a difference in China.

WTO memberships will bring China into the
system of trading rules and standards that
apply to all other major trading partners in the
world. Congress should approve PNTR so that
American farmers, workers, businesses will be
able to take advantage of opening markets in
China and so that our continued involvement
in China can help in working toward other re-
forms. For all of these reasons, I urge my col-
leagues to support PNTR.

Mr. LAHOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
support of granting normal trade relations to
China. This measure is good policy for our
Nation as a whole, and good policy for the
people of the 18th district of Illinois. The
choice we have before us today is whether we
want to trade with China with our hand open
in friendship, or with our hand closed in oppo-
sition. China is expected to join the WTO later
this year, and today’s vote will set the stage
on how we will trade with China in the years
to come.

By passing NTR today, we will establish a
first in U.S. trade policy. We will lock our-
selves into a one-sided trade deal, which fa-
vors the United States. Last year, Ambassador

Charlene Barshefsky and our trade represent-
atives negotiated a bilateral agreement with
China, which not only significantly lowers
many of China’s tariffs, but also provides for
anti-surge guarantees to protect American
manufacturers from Chinese dumping of
goods into our markets. Failure to pass NTR
will not prevent China from joining the WTO.
It will, however, prevent us from benefiting
from the bilateral agreement we negotiated,
while at the same time concede the benefits of
this agreement to our Asian, European, and
Latin American competitors.

As a member of the House Agriculture
Committee, I recently joined with my col-
leagues in a series of field hearings through-
out the country to get a sense of how agri-
culture is doing in America. The consensus is
that unlike the rest of the country, our agri-
culture community is in trouble.

Granting NTR to China will not cure the ills
that face our agricultural economy, but it will
help. The facts are that China has 20 percent
of the world’s population and approximately 7
percent of the world’s arable land. It is shifting
from an agrarian economy to an industrialized/
manufacturing economy. China currently has a
population of over 1.3 billion, with a steady
rate of population growth. These facts indicate
that over the long term, China represents a
hug potential market for American agriculture
products. In the near term, China is currently
the sixth largest market for U.S. farm prod-
ucts. In 1999, the U.S. exported over $2 billion
dollars worth of agricultural commodities to
Mainland China and Hong Kong, in spite of
high tariff rates and restrictive trade practices,
designed to specifically prohibit importation of
American agricultural products.

Once China joins the WTO and accedes to
the bilateral agreement, many of these high
tariff rates and restrictive trade practices will
be reduced, or phased out, by 2005. This
agreement, as well as WTO rules, also con-
tain provisions which allow the United States
to act unilaterally if China violates the terms of
the agreement. Granting NTR is not only good
for agriculture—it is good for American busi-
ness as well. As President Clinton stated in
the State of the Union address, ‘‘Our markets
are already open to China. This agreement
will open their markets to us.’’ The Commerce
Department recently announced that our trade
deficit widened in March to an all time high of
$30.2 billion. Granting NTR to China will help
reverse our trade gap by leveling the playing
field, and allowing American business to crack
into this highly protected market.

As I have indicated before, I believe that
granting NTR is good for the country and good
for the people of Illinois. In 1998, direct ex-
ports to China from the State of Illinois totaled
over $505 million. If we pass the NTR legisla-
tion, I would expect this figure to grow signifi-
cantly. In addition to the agricultural interests
in my district, I am also proud to represent
America’s manufacturing industry. Caterpillar,
Inc., one of nations’ leading manufacturers of
earth moving and construction equipment, is
based in my hometown of Peoria, Illinois. Cat-
erpillar employees over 67,000 workers world-
wide, many of whom live in my district, and in
1999, exported $5.2 billion worth of equip-
ment. For Caterpillar, and other heavy machin-
ery manufacturers, China has always been a
very difficult market in which to work. The bi-
lateral agreement we negotiated would ease
market restrictions, lower tariffs on heavy ma-

chinery, and, in general, make it easier for
American companies to operate in China.

Aside from the obvious economic benefits, I
believe that granting NTR to China will lead to
positive societal changes within China. It is my
hope that improved economic conditions in
China will result in a higher quality of life for
Chinese workers. I also hope that greater
interaction with Western culture, and its focus
on human rights, will pressure the Chinese
Government to continue with the liberalization
of its economic and social structure. We need
to approach China with an open hand, not
with a closed fist. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port granting normal trade relations to China.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in opposition to H.R. 4444 to grant permanent
normal trade relations for China. The United
States has engaged in normal trade relations
with China for the past two decades. Since
then, trade has grown and flourished between
our two countries, with an ever-increasing U.S.
corporate presence in China. In 1999, China
was the 4th largest U.S. trading partner. Since
I joined Congress, I have voted three times in
favor of normal trade relations with China.
Today, however, I will vote to reject H.R. 4444
for three reasons.

First, before today, an annual review of Chi-
na’s performance in the areas of human rights
and nuclear non-proliferation has been con-
cretely tied to a vote in Congress on its trade
status. This has provided the U.S. with lever-
age to raise critical issues with China regard-
ing human rights, workers rights, freedom of
religion and association, the autonomy of
Tibet, the transfer of nuclear technology, the
security of Taiwan, and the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons. At least once a year, China
had to respond seriously to these concerns in
order to gain the two things it most desires:
access to U.S. technology and access to the
U.S. consumer market. I don’t mean to imply
that China’s performance always improved in
these areas, but the annual review, directly
tied to a vote on trade, ensured that the dia-
logue between our two nations was a serious
one.

The vote today strips the Congress, and I
believe the Administration, of any leverage on
these issues. We can establish commissions
and release reports to monitor human rights in
China, but we already do that regularly any-
way. More pieces of paper will have little im-
pact on China. What leverage we had was
due to the fact that the review was tied directly
to a vote on trade.

Second, I am interested in not only who
benefits from the U.S.-China bilateral trade
agreement, but also who suffers. I believe
many of the claims made on both sides of this
debate will prove, over time, to be exagger-
ated—especially in light of China’s record of
non-compliance with other trade agreements. I
believe many businesses in Massachusetts,
including in my own district, will benefit from
increased commerce with China, particularly in
the areas of high-tech, computers and finan-
cial services. I believe trade in these areas be-
tween our two countries will increase even if
permanent NTR is rejected today.

I also know, however, that in negotiating this
agreement the U.S. Trade Representative
conceded whole areas of trade and commerce
to China. Nowhere is this more true than in
the textile and clothing industry. Prior to the
conclusion of negotiations on the bilateral
trade agreement, I wrote and phoned the
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USTR about this issue, pleading for support.
My letters and calls went unanswered. I would
like to point out to my colleagues that this is
the very first trade agreement opposed both
by the textile manufacturers and the clothing
and textile workers. As this House knows, that
was not the case with NAFTA, the Caribbean
Basin Initiative/CBI or the recently approved
Africa trade bill. This alone should give all my
colleagues an idea about exactly how bad this
agreement is for clothing and textiles, and for
communities like those I represent in south-
eastern Massachusetts. By opposing H.R.
4444, I stand with the families and towns
whose lives and livelihoods have been so cal-
lously disregarded by the USTR.

Third, I believe the very framework around
which we currently pursue trade agreements is
flawed. Worse, I believe it runs counter to our
ability to achieve our goals in promoting free-
dom and democracy worldwide. Let me be
clear, I support normal trade relations with all
nations. I believe it is good for America, good
for the exchange of goods and services, and
good for the exchange of ideas. I am not and
never will be an isolationist. I believe strongly,
however, that commerce and trade must not
operate separate from, let alone contrary to,
other national priorities; to promote democ-
racy, nuclear non-proliferation, respect for
human rights, and protection of the environ-
ment. Internationally, the U.S. is a leader on
these issues and a party to international
agreements, standards and law. Yet in the
areas of trade and commerce, we often nego-
tiate agreements that undermine these other
standards and agreements. I believe we must
integrate these priorities, not separate them.
We have a global economy because the world
is now, more than ever before, a global, inter-
dependent community.

The bilateral trade agreement negotiated
between the U.S. and China, which goes far
beyond ‘‘normal’’ trade relations, and H.R.
4444 to grant permanent NTR to China have
aggressively sought to ‘‘de-link’’ trade from
any other U.S. priority or consideration. I be-
lieve this takes us down the wrong path. It
says to all the other countries of the world that
human rights, arms control, and the environ-
ment are not important to the U.S. if a buck
is to be made. Last minute sugarcoating to es-
tablish commissions to monitor human rights
will not change this basic message. And it’s
the wrong message.

For these reasons, and many others, I urge
my colleagues to oppose H.R. 4444.

I submit the following materials from the tex-
tile industry.

AMERICAN TEXTILE
MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE,

Washington, DC, May 10, 2000.
RE: China Permanent NTR—Textile and

Appeal Markets
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the

American Textile Manufacturers Institute
(ATMI), I would like to reiterate our opposi-
tion to legislation granting permanent nor-
mal trade relations to China (NTR) and to
again urge you to vote against this proposal.
We have written you previously outlining
concerns, and this letter is to elaborate more
fully on the issue of market access. ATMI is
the national trade association for the domes-
tic textile industry, with member company
facilities in more than 30 states.

Contrary to claims that the United States
gave up nothing in the agreement to support
China’s accession to the World Trade Organi-
zation (WTO), we must emphatically point

out that the U.S. has actually given China
greater access to our textile and apparel
market than that given any other WTO
member. Incredibly, the U.S. did this while
at the same time doing nothing to guarantee
that we will receive reciprocal access the
China’s markets.

While current WTO members are seeing
U.S. textile and apparel quotas phased out
over a ten-year period, China will be allowed
to benefit from a phaseout period of five
years or less (depending on when they actu-
ally join the WTO). This is the equivalent of,
in a baseball game, allowing one team
(China) to start an inning with a runner
leading off second base while making every
other team play by the normal rules and
start each inning in the batters’ box. China
is being given an enormous headstart toward
home plate, which in this case is the elimi-
nation of all U.S. quotas and thus unre-
stricted access to the U.S. market.

At the same time, the U.S. has received
nothing but the same old tired assurance
from China that they will allow our textile
and apparel exports to enter their country.
We have heard this song and dance before.
But as the following chart shows. China has
effectively used its elaborate system of tariff
and non-tariff barriers to keep its market
closed to our products.

Based on this poor track record, we sin-
cerely doubt that China’s most recent assur-
ance of access will pan out.

So as far as textile trade goes, this is a
one-sided trade deal that only benefits
China, Accordingly, we urge you to reject
permanent NTR and allow Congress the
chance to use annual renewal of NTR as le-
verage to force China to honor the promises
it has already made to allow U.S. textile and
apparel exports access to the vast but here-
tofore virtually closed Chinese market.

Sincerely,
ROGER CHASTAIN,

President.

AMERICAN TEXTILE
MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE,

Washington, DC, May 18, 2000.
Re: China Permanent NTR—Ineffective
Textile and General Product Safeguards

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: We understand
that the House Ways and Means Committee
leadership has reached a deal under which
the product safeguard provisions of last No-
vember’s China WTO accession agreement
will be incorporated into the permanent nor-
mal trade relations (NTR) bill, H.R. 4444. On
behalf of the American Textile Manufactur-
ers Institute (ATMI), I would like to point
out that this ‘‘breakthrough’’ will not do
anything to alleviate our concerns. We are
still strongly opposed to this legislation and
urge your opposition as well.

Enclosed is a copy of our April 21 letter to
Ambassador Barshefsky, which points out se-
rious flaws in the China WTO accession
agreement’s textile product safeguard and
12-year general product safeguard. As you
will note from our letter and accompanying
questions, we believe the safeguard provi-
sions in the accession agreement will not be
effective in preventing serious harm to the
U.S. textile industry as a result of import
surges. Therefore, inclusion of these provi-
sions in H.R. 444 or any parallel legislation
does not address our concerns.

Also, as we stated in this letter (and as you
probably know from our previous letters,
congressional testimony, news releases and
communications from our members and
workers in your district), China’s entry into
the WTO under the accelerated quota phase-
out schedule is projected to cost over 150,000
jobs in the U.S. textile and related indus-
tries. Thus, we again dispute the claim by

supporters of the bill that the United States
‘‘gave away nothing’’ in this agreement—in
fact, the U.S. is proposing to give China fast-
er access to our market than any other WTO
member, and at the cost of 150,000 U.S. jobs.

Therefore, we urge you to vote ‘‘NO’’ on
H.R. 4444 when it comes before the House.

Sincerely,
ROGER W. CHASTAIN,

President.

AMERICAN TEXTILE
MANUFACTURERS INSTITUTE,

Washington, DC, April 21, 2000.
Ambassador CHARLENE BARSHEFSKY,
United States Trade Representative,
Washington, DC.

DEAR AMBASSADOR BARSHEFSKY: We would
appreciate your review of several important
matters concerning the textile product safe-
guard and the twelve-year general product
specific safeguard in the China WTO Acces-
sion agreement.

An effective safeguard is of paramount im-
portance to the livelihoods of more than 1.2
million textile and apparel workers. The
study by the International Trade Commis-
sion on China’s accession concluded that
China’s share of the U.S. apparel market
would triple as a result of the agreement.
Another study by Nathan Associates came
up with the same conclusion and examined
the impact on U.S. textile and apparel em-
ployment. The Nathan study determined
that over 150,000 U.S. jobs in the textile and
apparel sector would be lost as a result of
the agreement.

The information we have received thus far
as to the details regarding the use of either
the textile specific or the general product
specific safeguard has created serious con-
cerns regarding the potential effectiveness of
either instrument.

We would appreciate hearing from you at
your earliest convenience about how these
safeguard mechanisms will operate.

Sincerely,
CARIOS MOORE,

Executive Vice President.

ATMI QUESTIONS ON THE TEXTILE PRODUCT
SAFEGUARD AND THE 12 YEAR PRODUCT SPE-
CIFIC SAFEGUARD IN THE CHINA WTO ACCES-
SION AGREEMENT

(1) Textile Product Safeguard
(a) Administration: Will the Committee for

the Implementation of Textile Agreements
(CITA) will be the administrator of the tex-
tile product safeguard in the China WTO ac-
cession agreement?

(i) Will CITA be the final decision-making
authority on the imposition of this safe-
guard?

(ii) Will CITA have authority to direct U.S.
Customs to carry-out safeguard actions?

(b) Timing: Will textile products that have
already been integrated be subject to the
textile product safeguard immediately upon
china’s entry into the WTO and will those
products that will be integrated in 2002 be el-
igible for a safeguard action, if appropriate,
in 2002?

(c) Original finding of market disruption:
China has by far the world’s largest textile
and apparel complex and by far the largest
quota coverage (over 100 quotas) imposed on
its textile and apparel exports. These quotas
were imposed because of findings of market
disruption over the past 15 years. Can the
original finding of market disruption auto-
matically be re-applied when these quotas
are removed?

(i) If not, if China’s imports do surge across
most, if not all, product categories (as the
ITC study appears to imply they will), would
separate market disruption findings be need-
ed on each category, or, if an overall condi-
tion of disruption could be found, could this
serve in place of separate statements?

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 09:26 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00092 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A24MY7.151 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3743May 24, 2000
(d) New findings of market disruption: If

the original market disruption finding can-
not be reapplied, the U.S. has historically
made a determination of market disruption
in textile and apparel cases where imports of
a given textile product were increasing from
a particular country (as well as from the
world overall) while domestic U.S. produc-
tion of that same product was declining.
Could the U.S. use these same three criteria
alone—increasing Chinese imports, increas-
ing world imports and decreasing U.S. pro-
duction—to make a similar finding under the
textile product safeguard in this agreement?

If not, what other or different criteria
would be required under a WTO-based sys-
tem?

(ii) In other cases, the ITC study predicts
that china will take market share from
other countries. Some of these countries—
Mexico and the Caribbean nations—are pri-
mary export markets for U.S. textile prod-
ucts. Please confirm that the U.S. could take
action on the basis of increasing Chinese im-
ports and declining U.S. production with
overall imports remaining stable.

(e) Use of textile inputs to take an apparel
safeguard action: As mentioned above, a
large percentage of U.S. textile output is
now exported to the CBI and Mexico for as-
sembly into garments for re-export back to
the United States. Displacement of these re-
gional apparel imports into the United
States by Chinese imports would hurt the
U.S. textile industry in the same way that
the loss of U.S. apparel production does. In
fact, for many products, including knit
shirts, underwear and woven trousers, a sub-
stantial amount of the production originally
sourced in the United States has now shifted
to the CBI and Mexico. It is extremely im-
portant that ATMI be able to ensure that
both safeguards in the agreement can be
used to protect its workers if these re-export
markets are threatened by Chinese imports.

(i) Will the government consider declines
in complementary U.S. textile products as a
basis for imposing safeguard measures
against increasing Chinese apparel imports?

(ii) How would the administration ensure
that no WTO difficulties would result from
such a result. (see ‘‘e’’ below)?

(f) Definition of U.S. apparel production:
The United States currently defines a cut
piece of fabric which is being exported as a
completed garment—as a result government
reports sometimes show that U.S. apparel
production for a given product is increasing
when in fact it is exports of the cut pieces of
cloth that are increasing (note: these pieces
constitute the bulk of the trade between the
U.S. and Mexico and the CBI). If these cut
pieces exports were removed, actual U.S. ap-
parel production would almost certainly be
in decline.

(i) When considering the use of either safe-
guard will the government commit to remov-
ing exported cut pieces of U.S. fabric from
its U.S. apparel production calculations?

(ii) Are there any WTO rules or regulations
which this would violate?

(g) Lack of recent U.S. textile and apparel
production data: During the last five years,
the Commerce Department has stopped
issuing quarterly textile and apparel produc-
tion figures and, as a result, U.S. apparel
production figures are often a year or more
out of date. The government has also some-
times delayed safeguard actions until more
recent production data was available. The
imposition of a safeguard measure requires
immediate action if it is to be effective—par-
ticularly when a dominant supplier such as
China is involved.

(i)Will the government agree that it will
either re-institute quarterly reporting or
that it will use the most recent available
production data that it has available as a

basis for any safeguard measure and that it
will not delay imposition of a safeguard
measure because of production information?

(h) Definition of ‘‘reapplication’’: The tex-
tile safeguard says that after a measure has
been in place a year, the safeguard must be
‘‘reapplied’’ in order to be extended. What
does ‘‘reapplied’’ mean?

(i) Does it mean that a new market disrup-
tion statement would need to be created?

(1) If so, does this mean that the govern-
ment would have to wait until imports start-
ed increasing again in large numbers before
a new safeguard could be imposed?

(a) Would this mean that the industry
could conceivably be forced to wait up to a
year—in order for a pattern of increasing im-
ports to be established—before a second safe-
guard action could be applied?

(i) Concerns over potential number of cases
and speed of response: Under the category
system, China currently has over 100 quotas
applied to it. Under the WTO accession pack-
age, almost all of these quotas will disappear
on Jan. 1, 2005. How can the U.S. government
ensure that safeguard actions will quickly be
forthcoming if a large number of categories
qualify for action at the same time? ((see b)
and I) above for details).

(j) Can China appeal a safeguard action to
the DSB?: If China disagreed with the impo-
sition of a safeguard by the U.S., would it
have recourse under the WTO to request dis-
pute settlement?

(i) If so, could a dispute settlement panel
or some other WTO entity overturn the im-
position of a quota under this safeguard or
authorize Chinese retaliation?

(1) The creation of a textile safeguard ac-
tion against a WTO country in Agreement on
Textiles and Clothing has steadily become
more complex, difficult and time-con-
suming—at least 12 different areas have to be
investigated thoroughly and reported upon.
Safeguard actions have come to require
enormous amount of work and even then
outcomes, which require consensus, are often
unsatisfactory. As a result, textile safeguard
actions for WTO countries are now exceed-
ingly rate.

(a) If a U.S. safeguard action is appealable
within the WTO, how can the U.S. govern-
ment ensure that safeguard actions against
China do not get bogged down in this cum-
bersome process?

(k) Use of the category system in safeguard
actions: Under the MFA and ATC, the U.S.
has used a category system in order to im-
pose specific quotas. Textile Monitoring
body (TMB) reports in the WTO have implied
that they no longer consider the category
system a relevant vehicle for safeguard ac-
tions. Would the U.S. use the category sys-
tem or would it consider using alternative
systems for imposing a safeguard?

(l) WTO criteria: what are the WTO cri-
teria for ‘‘market disruption’’ and what
would the U.S. have to do meet to sustain a
textile product specific safeguard action
under WTO review?

(2)The 12 Year Product Specific Safeguard
(a) CITA to administer? Who will be the

administrator of the overall product specific
safeguard in textile cases? Will CITA admin-
ister this safeguard as it has other safe-
guards under the GATT and the WTO?

(b) Will a Presidential finding be required?
Will a judgment of material injury by the ad-
ministrator require the imposition of a safe-
guard or will presidential action be also re-
quired? (In 301 cases, we note that Presi-
dential action is NOT required.) The ability
of a Presidential to potentially ignore a find-
ing of material injury concerns us.

(c) Do textile inputs have standing in a
case of increased apparel imports? As stated
in regards to the textile safeguard (see 1d) a
large percentage of U.S. textile output is

now exported to the CBI and Mexico for as-
sembly into garments for re-export back to
the United States.

(i) Will declines in complementary U.S.
textile products be accepted as a basis for
imposing safeguard measures against in-
creasing Chinese apparel imports.

(ii) Are there any WTO rulings or regula-
tions which could be used to prevent such a
basis?

(d) A second safeguard action? Can a sec-
ond safeguard action be re-instituted after a
three-year or two-year safeguard has been
imposed if a new investigation determines
that it is warranted?

(i) Would such a safeguard still be open to
retaliation (eg, China’s suspension of conces-
sions)?

(e) Section 406—how does it compare?
(i) Can the safeguard under section 406 be

applied rather than the general product spe-
cific safeguard in this agreement?

(ii) Will section 406 remain in effect in the
event that China gets PNTR and the 406, as
a part of Jackson Vanik, no longer operable?

(iii) The administration claims that the in-
jury threshold for the product specific safe-
guard is lower than section 201, stating that
it will be easier for industries to get relief
under this provision from growing Chinese
imports. However, the injury standard for
section 406 appears to be the same as the
product specific safeguard and the duration
of relief is actually longer under section 406.
Yet, section 406 is almost never used, while
section 201 is more frequently employed.

(1) What is the basis for the administra-
tion’s belief that utilization of this product
specific safeguard will be greater and easier
to use?

(2) In your opinion, why are section 406 ac-
tions so rarely brought and why should prod-
uct specific safeguard actions—which appear
to be virtually identical—be any easier?

(3) Dumping
(a) Textile dumping cases: Can language be

inserted into the agreement making it easier
to bring dumping cases against Chinese im-
ports (right now, effective textile dumping
cases are difficult to bring because minor
product specific changes can result in the
evasion of dumping margins.)

(4) Countervailing Duty Cases
(a) Are CVD cases now possible? The USTR

Fact Sheet published in Inside US Trade im-
plies that countervailing duty suits will be
allowed against China. However, Commerce
maintains a prohibition on any CVD peti-
tions against non-market economies and the
dumping provisions in the United States/
China agreement refer to China as a non-
market economy. China, therefore, appears
to be immune from United States CVD law.

(i) Will the Administration change the
Commerce position?

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4444, permanent normal
trade relations for China. While I must first say
that I am essentially a ‘‘free trader’’ I am op-
posed to the extension of permanent normal
trade relations with China because of China’s
dismal record on human rights and its dismal
record on worker rights, labor standards and
environmental protections. The United States
has formerly criticized China’s human rights
record before the United Nations Human
Rights Commission for measures against polit-
ical activists that have created what officials
called a ‘‘sharply deteriorated [human] rights
situation . . .’’ Pursuant to a May 1, 2000 Re-
port on International Religious Freedom, ‘‘Chi-
nese government violations of religious free-
dom increased markedly during the past
year.’’

China has received normal trade relations
(NTR) status annually since 1980. However,
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gross human rights abuses in China still pre-
vail. Since the Tiananmen Square tragedy of
1989, the annual process of renewal has been
a meaningful way to impact human rights con-
siderations into the U.S.-china trade debate.
The annual debate in the Congress on normal
trade relations is the only substantive eco-
nomic leverage the Congress can choose to
exert against China. If Congress grants China
permanent normal trade status, the United
States will lose the best leverage it has to
meaningfully influence China to enact inter-
nationally recognized rights and protections.
While there is no doubt that the globalization
of the world’s markets is inevitable, Congress
should continue to have an opportunity to re-
view China’s human rights performance on an
annual basis before granting China permanent
normal trade relations.

Mr. Speaker, in the past, I have voted in
support of most favored nation [MFN] status
for China. Last year, I opposed the year long
MFN for China. However, today, I oppose
PNTR for China because of its potential nega-
tive impact on the American worker.

While this bill might provide certain eco-
nomic benefits and advantages to some Amer-
ican companies, it could hurt other American
industries and may cost many Americans their
jobs. Pursuant to a report by the Economic
Policy Institute, American workers in every
state will lose jobs if this bill is passed. Over
the next decade, U.S. job losses would total
872,091 with every industry suffering.

In the State of Florida alone, an estimated
22,277 jobs will be lost. If we do not protect
the interest of the American worker, then who
will? We must not allow ‘‘big business’’ to sell
out the American worker, nor can I allow small
business in my district to be severely impacted
by this trade pact.

Most Americans recognize the importance
of trade. Most Americans also recognize the
importance of decent wages and decent work
standards. In the United States, our manufac-
turing industry served as the lifeblood of mil-
lions of Americans for generations. The manu-
facturing industry and other similar industries
served as a vehicle for millions of Americans
to lift themselves out of poverty and achieve
the American dream. However, in the last 20
years, millions of manufacturing jobs have
been lost to low-wage foreign nations pro-
ducing cheap imports. We can not continue to
lose American jobs to cheap labor abroad
without substantive protections for the Amer-
ican worker.

Free trade without enforceable labor and
environmental protections will promote the
growth of child labor, forced labor, poverty-
level wages and environmental abuses. In-
creasingly, American companies are moving
their operations abroad in order to take advan-
tage of cheap labor and near non-existent en-
vironmental standards. Unfortunately, for many
businesses, this is the great attraction of
China. PNTR will perpetuate the increasing
exploitation of Chinese workers and add to the
suffering of thousands of children who toil in
filthy hazardous sweatshops. We must not aid
in this human tragedy.

Mr. Speaker, human rights is a fundamental
principal of American democracy; the ability of
the American worker to gain meaningful em-
ployment is critical to the prosperity of Amer-
ica; labor standards and worker rights are fun-
damental rights which should be extended to
every worker—across the globe; and exploi-

tation of innocent children is unacceptable. I
urge my colleagues to vote against this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). All time for debate has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 510,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

The question is on engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. BONIOR

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. BONIOR. I am, Mr. Speaker, in
its present form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. BONIOR moves to recommit the bill,

H.R. 4444, to the Committee on Ways and
Means and the Committee on International
Relations with instructions that those com-
mittees report the bill back to the House
promptly with the following amendment:

Add at the end of title I the following new
section:
SEC. 105. WITHDRAWAL OF NORMAL TRADE

RELATIONS.
(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) Article XXI of the GATT 1994 (as de-

fined in section 2(1)(B) of the Uruguay Round
Agreements Act (19 U.S.C. 3501(1)(B)) allows
a member of the World Trade Organization
to take ‘‘any action which it considers nec-
essary for the protection of its essential se-
curity interests,’’ particularly ‘‘in time of
war or other emergency in international re-
lations’’; and

(2) an attack on, invasion of, or blockade of
Taiwan by the People’s Republic of China
would constitute a threat to the essential se-
curity interests of the United States and an
emergency in international relations.

(b) WITHDRAWAL OF NORMAL TRADE RELA-
TIONS.—Pursuant to Article XXI of the GATT
1994, nondiscriminatory treatment (normal
trade relations treatment) shall be with-
drawn from the products of the People’s Re-
public of China if that country attacks, in-
vades, or imposes a blockade on Taiwan.

(c) APPLICABILITY TO EXISTING CON-
TRACTS.—The President shall have the au-
thority to determine the extent to which the
withdrawal under subsection (b) of normal
trade relations treatment applies to products
imported pursuant to contracts entered into
before the date on which the withdrawal of
such treatment is announced. The President
shall issue regulations to carry out such de-
termination.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR) is
recognized for 5 minutes on his motion
to recommit.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. BERMAN).

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Speaker, the mo-
tion to recommit is the exact same lan-
guage as an amendment that the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WELDON) and I offered in the Com-
mittee on Rules we sought to have in-
corporated in the base bill or to be of-
fered as an amendment, but we were
not allowed to so. It is very simple. It

simply says that PNTR is automati-
cally revoked if China attacks, in-
vades, or blockades Taiwan.

Now, when we talk to people in the
administration or even outside in the
academic world, people who are China
experts, they all say, but if China in-
vades, attacks, or blockades Taiwan, of
course we would revoke PNTR and
much more.

But, over and over again in history,
we know that when nations do not tell
the consequences for conduct for ag-
gressive actions, other countries mis-
read those consequences.

Having studied what happened prior
to the Gulf War for a very long time, I
believe if we had made more clear to
Saddam Hussein what would have hap-
pened should he invade Kuwait, that
particular bloody battle could have
been avoided.

If all we are going to do is agree to
revoke PNTR should this very real
threat be implemented, then let us tell
the Chinese beforehand.

I agree with the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Speaker HASTERT), reach out to
the future. But as we do so, remember
the past, give the specific announce-
ment of the consequence for the threat
to our national security interests for
which we spend billions of dollars in
forward deployment in the Western Pa-
cific.

And, by the way, this is GATT pursu-
ant to article 21. Arguments being
spread around this Chamber that this
somehow is GATT violative are inac-
curate, wrong, and improper legal anal-
ysis.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. NORWOOD).

Mr. NORWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to support this bipartisan motion.
Surely we should use our economic le-
verage with China to deter any Chinese
aggression against Taiwan. It is a very
simple motion that will do exactly
what we need to do to protect our ally.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. WOLF), who has been so mar-
velous on this issue.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, there are
good people on both sides. I know as a
Member that sometimes we want to be
with our party and sometimes we want
to be with our President.

For me, I want to be with my con-
science. My conscience tells me, and I
think the American people would
agree, that if China attacks, invades,
or blockades Taiwan, they should lose
PNTR.

Support the motion to recommit.
That is where the American people
would be.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I think the bottom line ques-
tion we all need to ask, Mr. Speaker,
is, is there anything that the dictator-
ship in Beijing can do that would lead
to a loss of support for PNTR that Bei-
jing so desperately wants? They need
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to know, as my friend, the gentleman
from California (Mr. BERMAN), said, up
front what the consequences will be.

If pervasive torture, religious perse-
cution, Laogai labor, a lack of press
freedom, and worker rights and other
human rights abuses are not enough, I
sincerely hope that war with Taiwan is
sufficiently egregious to trigger a loss
of support for PNTR.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I asked only three ques-
tions of the CIA when I went in for the
briefing. I said, will PNTR, if we pass
it, stabilize or destabilize the regime?
They said, stabilize. I said, what will it
do to buildup of forces on the shoreline
and the aggressive forces that are
being amassed against Taiwan? They
said, it will improve it.

I tell my colleagues now, as I left
that meeting, I walked away thinking
about the oath of office I took with all
of my colleagues here, the oath that
said I swear to protect and defend this
country.

Think about that oath. Vote for this
motion to recommit.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER).

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I would simply say, if
we supplied the American dollars for
the missile destroyers, we supplied
American dollars for the AWACS and
air refueling equipment and for the
kilo submarines that China is acquir-
ing, we at least owe the commitment
to Taiwan to condition those supplies
of American cache with a commitment
to have a benign relationship with Tai-
wan on the part of mainland China.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to the motion to recommit.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his inquiry.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, if this mo-
tion to recommit passes, it does not in-
struct the committee to report back
forthwith with instructions. Does that
mean that if this motion to recommit
passes that the bill will have to go
back to committee?

b 1700

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Texas is
correct.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, what that
means is that it will be reported back
to committee, and there will be no vote
on final passage?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is correct, the bill
would be recommitted to two commit-
tees.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state it.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, is it not
also true that if indeed this motion
passed, this bill could be reported back
to the two respective committees to
which it is designated and that bill
could be reported back to the House to-
morrow?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. At some
subsequent time, the committees could
meet and report the bill back to the
House.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. DICKS).

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Defense of
the Committee on Appropriations for
22 years and a former member of the
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, I rise to oppose the motion to
recommit. First of all, the Bonior mo-
tion to recommit violates GATT provi-
sion article 1, because you cannot con-
dition most favored nation status,
MFN, or NTR, so this is a killer
amendment.

The President, by the way, already
has the authority to withdraw at any
time MFN or NTR status for the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China. Also, under ar-
ticle 21 of GATT, the United States has
unilateral authority to exert its na-
tional security exception for any rea-
son. Clearly reacting to an attack on
Taiwan would meet the security excep-
tion.

The U.S. can withdraw MFN or NTR
clearly under those circumstances
without having to in any way com-
pensate China. And WTO members have
wide discretion to invoke its GATT 21
rights. This authority has gone back
for many years. We have exerted it
against Cuba, we have exerted it
against Nicaragua, and it has been sus-
tained in every instance. So this
amendment is not necessary, it is a
killer amendment, and I hope that the
House will reject the motion to recom-
mit.

Mr. DELAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to this motion to re-
commit. If Members are for the bill,
vote for it. If they are against the bill,
vote against it, but do not do it this
way. This is a very clear poison pill by
opponents of free trade to kill this his-
toric legislation, make no mistake
about it. This amendment is a proce-
dural vote that is cleverly drafted to
appeal to those of us who support Tai-
wan. But let us be clear. This is a bla-
tant political move to bring down this
bill both on substance and on proce-
dure.

Mr. Speaker, there is no bigger sup-
porter and defender of Taiwan than
myself. I have worked with Members
on both sides of this aisle and on both
sides of this debate on legislation to
protect Taiwan and give it the re-
sources it needs to defend itself from
Beijing. Most Members voted for the
Taiwan Security Enhancement Act. I
have been and will continue to be an
outspoken opponent against China’s
Communist leaders.

I share the concerns of my friend the
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) about Beijing’s constant refusal
to renounce the use of force against
Taiwan, and I will continue to work
with anyone in this Congress who
wants to address these issues. But, Mr.
Speaker, this amendment does not help
Taiwan. It puts them square in the
middle of a vicious political fight. Tai-
wan supporters need to understand
this. Taiwan does not support this lan-
guage. We have spoken to I-jen Chiou,
the Deputy Secretary-General of the
Taiwan Security Council, and he made
it clear that this amendment is not
helpful to Taiwan. They support PNTR.
They support China getting into the
WTO. This amendment puts all of that
in jeopardy.

Let me say to my friends on both
sides of the aisle, if China attacks Tai-
wan, I will be the first to come down on
this floor to force any administration,
whether it be Democrat or Republican,
to take action against China. But let
us be clear. This language will do noth-
ing to address our concerns with Bei-
jing, it will have no impact on their ac-
tions but will permit the Chinese to
refuse WTO benefits to American com-
panies.

The USTR has already made it clear
that this language will subject us to
punishing tariffs once China enters the
WTO. And at the same time, it does not
give us any new authority. We already
have the authority under the WTO to
remove PNTR for China for national
security reasons. However, singling out
China preemptively is a violation of
our commitments under the WTO. So,
Mr. Speaker, I understand why this
language looks appealing, but I urge
my colleagues not to use our friends in
Taiwan as a political tool.

After all the discussions, after all the
commitments that have been made on
this issue, Members will not even get
to vote on final passage today if this
motion to recommit passes. Now, they
say it will come back from committee.
I have got to tell Members, they do not
come back from committee. When mo-
tions to recommit like this go back to
committee, they are subject to obliv-
ion.

This is it. If you are against it, vote
against the bill. If you are for it, vote
for the bill but do not play this kind of
game. Vote ‘‘no’’ on the motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 258,
not voting 1, as follows:
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[Roll No. 227]

AYES—176

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burton
Buyer
Capuano
Chabot
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Coburn
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Engel
Evans
Farr
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Goode
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)

Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Luther
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Ney
Norwood
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps

Pombo
Rahall
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Saxton
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Sensenbrenner
Shadegg
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—258

Ackerman
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Callahan
Calvert
Camp

Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chambliss
Clayton
Coble
Collins
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards

Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fattah
Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert

Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kelly
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui

McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pastor
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Roemer
Ros-Lehtinen

Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Sawyer
Scott
Serrano
Sessions
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—1

Scarborough

b 1724

Mr. RUSH and Ms. WATERS changed
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the motion was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

LAHOOD). The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 237, noes 197,
not voting 1, as follows:

[Roll No. 228]

AYES—237

Ackerman
Allen
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barrett (NE)
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berry

Biggert
Bilbray
Bishop
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Callahan

Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Combest
Cooksey
Cox
Cramer

Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
DeGette
DeLay
DeMint
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Dreier
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Emerson
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Everett
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gonzalez
Goodlatte
Goss
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hooley
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)

Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Kasich
Kelly
Kind (WI)
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Martinez
Matsui
McCollum
McCrery
McDermott
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Meehan
Meeks (NY)
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Neal
Nethercutt
Northup
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)

Pryce (OH)
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Roemer
Rogan
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schaffer
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Toomey
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Young (FL)

NOES—197

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Berkley
Berman
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Capuano
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn

Collins
Condit
Conyers
Cook
Costello
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dingell
Doyle
Duncan
Ehrlich
Engel
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilman
Goode

Goodling
Gordon
Graham
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Hunter
Jackson (IL)
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
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Lampson
Lantos
Larson
LaTourette
Lee
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Markey
Mascara
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meek (FL)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Ney
Norwood
Oberstar

Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pombo
Quinn
Rahall
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sanford
Saxton
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky

Slaughter
Smith (NJ)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Strickland
Stupak
Tancredo
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Wamp
Waters
Watt (NC)
Weldon (FL)
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)

NOT VOTING—1

Scarborough

b 1741

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The title was amended so as to read:

‘‘A bill to authorize extension of non-
discriminatory treatment (normal
trade relations treatment) to the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and to estab-
lish a framework for relations between
the United States and the People’s Re-
public of China.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3688

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that my name
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3688.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from Virginia?

There was no objection.
f

b 1745

COMMENDING ISRAEL’S REDE-
PLOYMENT FROM SOUTHERN
LEBANON

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on International Relations be
discharged from further consideration
of the concurrent resolution (H. Con.
Res. 331) commending Israel’s redeploy-
ment from southern Lebanon, and ask
for its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the concurrent reso-

lution, as follows:
H. CON. RES. 331

Whereas Israel has been actively seeking a
comprehensive peace with all of her neigh-
bors to bring about an end to the Arab-
Israeli conflict;

Whereas southern Lebanon has for decades
been the staging area for attacks against
Israeli cities and towns by Hezbollah and by
Palestinian terrorists, resulting in the death
or wounding of hundreds of Israeli civilians;

Whereas United Nations Security Council
Resolution 425 (March 19, 1978) calls upon
Israel to withdraw its forces from all Leba-
nese territory;

Whereas the Government of Israel unani-
mously agreed to implement Security Coun-
cil Resolution 425 and has stated its inten-
tion of redeploying its forces to the inter-
national border by July 7, 2000;

Whereas Security Council Resolution 425
also calls for ‘‘strict respect for the terri-
torial integrity, sovereignty and political
independence of Lebanon within its inter-
nationally recognized boundaries’’ and estab-
lishes a United Nations interim force to help
restore Lebanese sovereignty; and

Whereas the Government of Syria cur-
rently deploys 30,000 Syrian troops in Leb-
anon: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) commends Israel for its decision to
withdraw its forces from southern Lebanon
and for taking risks for peace in the Middle
East;

(2) calls upon the United Nations Security
Council—

(A) to recognize Israel’s fulfillment of its
obligations under Security Council Resolu-
tion 425 and to provide the necessary re-
sources for the United Nations Interim Force
in Lebanon (UNIFIL) to implement its man-
date under that resolution; and

(B) insist upon the withdrawal of all for-
eign forces from Lebanese territory so that
Lebanon may exercise sovereignty through-
out its territory;

(3) urges UNIFIL, in cooperation with the
Lebanese Armed Forces, to gain full control
over southern Lebanon, including taking ac-
tions to ensure the disarmament of
Hezbollah and all other such groups, in order
to eliminate all terrorist activity origi-
nating from that area;

(4) appeals to the Government of Lebanon
to grant clemency and assure the safety and
rehabilitation into Lebanese society of all
members of the South Lebanon Army and
their families;

(5) calls upon the international community
to ensure that southern Lebanon does not
once again become a staging ground for at-
tacks against Israel and to cooperate in
bringing about the reconstruction and re-
integration of southern Lebanon;

(6) recognizes Israel’s right, enshrined in
Chapter 7, Article 51 of the United Nations
Charter, to defend itself and its people from
attack and reasserts United States support
for maintaining Israel’s qualitative military
edge in order to ensure Israel’s long-term se-
curity; and

(7) urges all parties to reenter the peace
process with the Government of Israel in
order to bring peace and stability to all the
Middle East.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN) is
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. GEJDENSON), the ranking
minority member of our committee,

for purposes of debate only, pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H. Con. Res. 331, in-
troduced by our distinguished majority
leader, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), which commends Israel’s deci-
sion to withdraw its forces from south-
ern Lebanon.

The events of the past few days have
indeed been historic. I was pleased to
be an original sponsor of this resolu-
tion, which calls on the U.N. Security
Council to recognize Israel’s fulfill-
ment of U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tion 425 by withdrawing from Lebanon
and to insist that all foreign forces be
withdrawn from that country.

The measure we are considering
today is a major foreign policy state-
ment of the Congress. It is pro-Israel
and pro-Lebanon, sends a strong bipar-
tisan message of peace and stability to
the region. As a result of this latest
major development, a high priority of
the United States must also be to af-
firm Israel’s right as noted in the U.N.
charter to defend itself and its civil-
ians from attack.

H. Con. Res. 331, Mr. Speaker, also re-
asserts U.S. support for maintaining
Israel’s qualitative military edge in
order to ensure Israel’s long-term secu-
rity.

Mr. Speaker, Israel’s courageous de-
cision to pull out of Lebanon dem-
onstrates its strong commitment to a
peaceful resolution to the conflicts
that troubled that region. I hope that
Israel’s courage is reciprocated by both
Syria and Iran in their dealings with
Lebanon. This means that the 30,000
Syrian forces now occupying Lebanon
should also be removed as required by
the Taif Accord. Moreover, Iran must
understand that it cannot continue to
equip and train Hezbollah and other
terrorist groups without bearing the
consequences of international public
opinion.

As our colleagues know, Israel has
been actively seeking a comprehensive
peace with all of her neighbors since its
miraculous creation in 1948, yet south-
ern Lebanon has for decades been the
staging area for attacks against Israeli
citizens and towns by Hezbollah and
Palestinian terrorists, resulting in the
death or wounding of hundreds of
Israeli civilians.

H. Con. Res. 331 recognizes the coura-
geous risks for Israel that Israel is tak-
ing, as well as confirming the strict re-
spect for the territorial integrity, sov-
ereignty and political independence of
Lebanon. It also appeals to the govern-
ment of Lebanon to grant clemency
and ensure the safety and rehabilita-
tion into Lebanese society of all mem-
bers of the south Lebanon Army and
their families.

This measure underscores the con-
gressional desire for the U.N. Security
Council to swiftly recognize Israel’s
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fulfillment of its obligation. The U.N.
should also provide the necessary re-
sources for the U.N. interim force in
Lebanon, UNIFIL, to implement its
mandate under resolution 425. UNIFIL,
in cooperation with the Lebanese
armed forces, must gain full control
over southern Lebanon, including tak-
ing actions to ensure the disarmament
of Hezbollah and all other such groups.

All terrorist activities originating
from southern Lebanon must end and
every effort must be taken to ensure
that southern Lebanon does not once
again become a staging ground for at-
tacks against Israel.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, let me say
that progress in the Middle East peace
process is frequently measured in
inches; yet the events of the past few
days emphasize the miles that Israel
will go to achieve peaceful co-existence
with her neighbors.

Accordingly, I urge all parties to re-
enter the negotiating process with the
government of Israel in order to bring
peace and stability to the entire region
and reiterate my strongest support for
the adoption of H. Con. Res. 331.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to our distinguished ma-
jority leader, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the sponsor of this
resolution.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to preface my comments today by
paying my respects, as old professors
are wont to do sometimes, I would say
to the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS), to a former favored student,
Mr. Nami Saba, a young man that had
grown up in Lebanon and a young man
who loved peace, who loved freedom,
who loved learning and became quite a
scholar in his own right. He set for me
an example of what Lebanese culture,
what the Lebanese people could be like
and what this nation that we call Leb-
anon could once again be someday per-
haps. So my wish tonight is not only
for the people of Israel but for the peo-
ple of Lebanon, those who, like Nami
Saba, wanted only to be free to live in
peace and to learn and to study and to
share lovingly and graciously what
they understood with other people.

Still, at this time, Mr. Speaker, we
have a resolution that commends Israel
for having the courage to take a risk
for peace, and it does take a risk. As
anybody watching these events now
knows, Israel has again been willing to
take that risk. It can only hope, as the
resolution also urges, that all foreign
forces will now leave Lebanon. There is
no reason for the Syrians or anyone
else to be there. Lebanon, its problems
and its challenges, should be left to the
Lebanese.

Mr. Speaker, Israel has faced dangers
on its northern border and indeed from
all sides, this despite the fact that her
people desire only to live in peace. I
firmly believe, as this resolution fur-
ther states, that the United States
must help maintain Israel’s qualitative
military edge. Israel is our best friend
in the region, and we must stand with
the Israeli people.

Again, I want to commend Israel for
taking risks for peace; and if I might
dare say again, on a personal note here,
for the people of Israel and indeed for
my friend, Nami Saba, I wish shalom,
shalom.

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I would ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS) be in control of my
time at the conclusion of my remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Connecticut?

There was no objection.
Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, the

courage of the head of the Israeli gov-
ernment, Mr. Barak, during the cam-
paign to state with certainty that he
would remove Israeli forces from Leb-
anon was an exhibit of the courage
that he has in his commitment to the
peace process. As the majority leader
pointed out, this did take risks, but
with a recognition that things cannot
remain as they are in the Middle East.
Israel took tremendous risks to remove
its forces and pull back from an area
that had buffered its people from con-
stant assaults and attack.

This is an opportunity for peace. We
would hope that all the countries in
the region, that in particular Syria
does not make any effort to exploit
this movement of Israeli forces back to
Israel’s territory. All the world watch-
es to see if the countries of the region
will help Lebanon, that has suffered so
much for so many years, to rebuild
itself and gain control of its own terri-
tory.

Hezbollah should understand this is
an opportunity for them to develop a
political presence, not to expand a
military presence in the region.

The courageous acts of the Israelis
recognizing during the campaign that
Israeli presence out of Lebanon was a
necessity should now be supported by
the U.N. and other countries helping to
rebuild Lebanon, helping Lebanon to
regain control of its own territory, and
helping us move forward in the peace
process, with the Palestinians and all
the countries of the region. When we
look at the Middle East and we see the
courage of the new king of Jordan, the
leadership of the president of Egypt, we
understand there is the capacity for
peace. Now we will test all the coun-
tries in the region to see if that capac-
ity can be spread and peace can indeed
return to the land.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. LANTOS).

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my friend, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, there are four basic
points I would like to make. First, I
want to join the majority leader and
my other colleagues in commending
the State of Israel for withdrawing its
forces from southern Lebanon. These
forces were inserted into southern Leb-

anon in the first place because there
were cross-border raids resulting in the
death and mutilation of large numbers
of Israelis, adults as well as children.
The Israeli forces were in southern
Lebanon not as an occupying force.
Israel did not covet a single square
inch of Lebanese territory. They were
there as a buffer to protect the north-
ern communities of the State of Israel
from terrorist attacks.

I want to particularly commend
Prime Minister Barak, Israel’s most
highly decorated soldier, for having the
courage and taking the initiative in
withdrawing these forces. Too, Mr.
Speaker, we now have to ask Lebanon
to act like a sovereign and independent
country. Lebanon has a sizable mili-
tary. That military now must move to
the southern border of Lebanon, as any
other country would do, so that the
Lebanese military will protect its own
territory. It is unacceptable that ter-
rorist groups such as Hezbollah main-
tain control over the border region.
Should that happen, it is easy to pre-
dict that a conflagration is just around
the corner with incalculable con-
sequences.

So the second thing we in this Con-
gress must call for is for Lebanon to
accept its own responsibility as a sov-
ereign nation and to protect its own
southern border.

b 1800

The third point, Mr. Speaker, I would
like to make relates to Syria. Syria
has had over 30,000 troops in Lebanon
for years. The excuse for the stationing
of such a huge Syrian military force in
Lebanon was the presence in southern
Lebanon of Israeli forces. That pres-
ence no longer exists. Let me repeat.
That presence no longer exists. There
is not a single Israeli soldier left on
Lebanese territory.

I call upon President Asad to remove
all of his forces from Lebanon. There is
no justification in the 21st century for
a neighbor to have occupying forces in
a sovereign country. Syrian forces
must forthwith withdraw from Leb-
anon if, indeed, a regional peace is to
be built.

My final comment, Mr. Speaker, re-
lates to the United Nations. The
United Nations has about 4,500 troops
in southern Lebanon. Some of these
troops have been effective in policing.
Some of the United Nations forces have
performed their responsibilities well.
Others have not. The Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations, Mr. Kofi
Annan, whom we will welcome here to-
morrow for lunch, now has the task of
persuading the Security Council to
send an additional United Nations
force made up of dependable national
contingents to assist in the policing of
southern Lebanon. If these things hap-
pen, Mr. Speaker, we might look for-
ward to the restoration of peace and
stability between the state of Israel
and the state of Lebanon.

May I say on a personal note, Mr.
Speaker, that my first trip to Lebanon
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was in 1956. In the 1960s, I was asked to
assume the Presidency of the American
University in Beirut, Lebanon. Leb-
anon used to be referred to as the Swit-
zerland of the Middle East and justifi-
ably so.

I hope that the Lebanese government
will show the responsibility and the
courage to move in this crisis. If they
do, a new future will be opened to the
Lebanese people who certainly deserve
it, and peace between Lebanon and
Israel will follow the peace that was es-
tablished between Egypt and Israel and
Jordan and Israel.

Once the Lebanese-Israeli peace is at
long last established, President Asad of
Syria will recognize that he, too, has
this option to make peace with his
neighbor Israel so that, at long last,
this region can live in peace.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution calls for
the United Nations Security Council
Resolution 425 to be implemented, and
it is being done or has been done by
Israel in that it has now withdrawn its
forces from all Lebanese territory.

Bridges of peace are buttressed by
planks of good faith. Israel has acted in
good faith by their actions, and they
are right in this resolution by my col-
leagues and those of us that are co-
sponsors and are commended.

The time is now for all the parties to
reenter the peace process. Central to
this resolution are two things that I
would like to point to. One, it appeals
to the government of Lebanon to grant
clemency and assure the safety and re-
habilitation into Lebanese society of
all members of the South Lebanon
Army and their families. I wish that
they would undertake that portion of
the resolution.

In addition, it calls upon the inter-
national community to ensure that
southern Lebanon does not once again
become a staging ground for attacks
against Israel and to cooperate in
bringing about the reconstruction and
reintegration of southern Lebanon.
Syria has a role to play in that, the
United Nations has a role to play in
that, and Hezbollah law has a critical
role to play in ensuring that that takes
place.

I would like to commend Mr. Barak
and his colleagues for their fore-
sightedness with reference to this mat-
ter and urge all parties to reenter the
negotiations so that there can be peace
and stability in the Middle East.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my
distinguished gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WEXLER) whose district abuts
mine.

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I think that there are
two points that need to be made very
clearly and could not be more dra-
matic. First and foremost, from here
on in, nobody can say anything other
than Israel has, in fact, fulfilled its ob-

ligations under the United Nations Se-
curity Council Resolution 425.

As a result of Israel’s withdrawal
from Lebanon, could it also not be said
that the ball is now in the court of the
Lebanese people, their leadership, as
well as the Syrian people and their
leadership.

This is an extraordinary opportunity
for the Israeli withdrawal from Leb-
anon to be an impetus for peace. But
Israel’s actions, as they represent a
risk for peace, will only result in peace
if they are followed by similar risks by
the Lebanese government and the Syr-
ian government.

There can be no more excuses. Those
that allege a fight in the name of some
kind of redeployment or removal from
Israel from Lebanon have no more ex-
cuses. It is time for Hezbollah to put
down its arms. It is time for the United
Nations to ensure peace in southern
Lebanon and Israel’s northern border.

The world should be put at alarm be-
cause, for now, it is the Lebanese peo-
ple and the Syrian leadership that have
the opportunity to create a real and
lasting peace.

This resolution first and foremost
sends our message, sends our strong
will to the Israeli people and, at the
same time, sends our great hope to the
Lebanese people that they will reassert
sovereignty over their country.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am privileged to yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. ENGEL), a tireless worker for
peace in the Middle East.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida, my moth-
er’s congressman, for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H. Con. Res. 331, commending
Israel’s redeployment from southern
Lebanon. Israel has fully complied with
UN Resolution 425, removing its troops
from Lebanon. Now I think it is fairly
obvious that Syria ought to do the
same.

There are currently 35,000 Syrian
troops in Lebanon, and clearly those
troops stop the Lebanese people from
being masters of their own destiny.
Syria allows Hezbollah, has allowed
Hezbollah to stage attacks on the
Israeli soldiers who were in southern
Lebanon. If Hezbollah attempts to go
across the border and attack Israel
proper, the blame will surely be and
squarely be at Syria’s doorstep.

Indeed, when Israel announced that
it was withdrawing from southern Leb-
anon, something that the United Na-
tions and the Syrians and other Na-
tions, the Arab Nations, have all said
that they wanted for all these years, it
was the Syrians who warned Israel and
said they better not do that, they bet-
ter not leave, which, to me, was simply
mind boggling. When Israel said it will
remove its troops from Lebanon, the
Syrians were the ones who objected.

So it clearly shows that Syria has
been using Lebanon and the Lebanese
people as bargaining chips and for

whatever purposes, other purposes they
have for many, many years. Syria
should get out of Lebanon now and
allow the Lebanese people to control
their own destiny.

I commend Prime Minister Barak
and the Israeli government and the
Israeli people for clearly showing that
they want peace. What better way to
show peace is at hand than to have
Syria pull out as well?

When President Clinton met with Mr.
Asad in Europe not long ago trying to
help broker a peace between Syria and
Israel, it was painfully clear to all that
Mr. Asad and the Syrian government
was not really interested in a genuine
peace. In order to have peace, there has
to be give-and-take. There has to be
compromise. Both sides need to give in.
But Mr. Asad, unfortunately, wanted it
to be only a one-sided peace.

So the world really can look now at
the Middle East and see which country
is prepared to take risks for peace,
which country is taking risks for
peace, which country wanted to do it
together, and not being allowed to do it
together is now doing it unilaterally
taking risks for peace. That country is
Israel. Syria ought to do the same.

We ought to pass this resolution
unanimously.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, how much time do we have re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). The gentleman
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) has 15
minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. CROWLEY), a new member of the
Committee on International Relations
who has distinguished himself with his
service there.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H. Con. Res. 331, com-
mending Israel’s redeployment from
southern Lebanon.

I would like to thank the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARMEY), the majority
leader; the gentleman from Missouri
(Mr. GEPHARDT), the minority leader;
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN), Committee on International
Relations chairman; and the gentleman
form Connecticut (Mr. GEJDENSON),
ranking member, for their leadership
on this issue and for bringing this reso-
lution to the floor so quickly.

As a cosponsor of H. Con. Res. 331, I
am extremely pleased to see this legis-
lation come before the House this
evening.

Israel has shown great courage in
unilaterally withdrawing its forces
from Lebanon.

Israeli Prime Minister Barak is to be
commended for keeping his word to the
Israeli people and removing Israeli de-
fense forces from southern Lebanon.
This action clearly demonstrates that
Prime Minister Barak is firmly com-
mitted to moving the peace process
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forward, despite the intransigence of
the Syrians and the security risks as-
sociated with this withdrawal.

I am pleased that the UN just yester-
day endorsed a plan for verifying
Israel’s withdrawal from Lebanon. The
UN has also called for all parties to
show restraint and cooperate with UN
peacekeepers in Lebanon. UN officials
must now verify that Israel has re-
turned over the borders that it crossed
in 1978. I urge them to do this quickly.

In another positive move, the Leba-
nese government indicated that it was
ready to delay pressing its claim, al-
though tenuous at best, to the land in
the Golan Heights. Unfortunately,
Hezbollah guerrillas appear committed
to continuing the war.

Israel has withdrawn. The UN peace-
keepers must now be allowed to do
their work in that region. It is my hope
that Hezbollah will show some re-
straint and restrain from attacks
against Israel and the Israeli people.
But if Hezbollah does not respect
Israel’s borders, then Israel has every
right to defend itself.

Israel has taken an enormous leap of
faith to make peace with its neighbors,
and I call upon Syria to resume its ne-
gotiations with Israel in good faith and
broker a lasting peace with Israel.

Finally, I would like to say that I am
ready to work with the leadership of
this House, the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and the govern-
ment of Israel should assistance in set-
tling the SLA and their families either
here or in Israel be needed.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 3 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from Michi-
gan (Ms. STABENOW), a tireless worker,
a person that has worked actively for
peace in the Middle East.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Florida so
much for yielding me this time. He has
been such a leader.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of H. Con. Res. 331. As we
know, this resolution commends Israel
for its decision to withdraw its troops
from southern Lebanon and for taking
risks for peace and the Middle East.

b 1815

And we should be commending them,
all of us together, unanimously hope-
fully, for the risks that they have
taken for peace.

This resolution also calls upon the
United Nations Security Council to
recognize Israel’s fulfillment of its ob-
ligations under Security Council Reso-
lution 425 and to provide the necessary
resources for the United Nations in-
terim force in Lebanon to implement
its mandate under that resolution. It
also insists upon the withdrawal of all
foreign forces from Lebanon territory
so that Lebanon may exercise sov-
ereignty throughout its territory.

It is also important that this resolu-
tion calls upon the entire international

community to ensure that southern
Lebanon does not once again become a
staging ground for attacks against
Israel, and to cooperate in bringing
about the reconstruction and re-
integration of southern Lebanon.

It is important that we are here this
evening. It is important that we are
here recognizing the risks that have
been taken for peace, and I hope that
we will all join together in supporting
Israel’s actions, the independence of
Lebanon, and a secure Middle East
peace.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. MCNULTY),
who has worked tirelessly in this effort
and others for peace throughout the
world.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in strong support of
this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot emphasize
too much how big a risk this is for
peace. Since the establishment of the
State of Israel, a little more than 50
years ago, the people of Israel have had
to fight five wars just to survive, and I
am proud of the fact that the United
States of America has been an ally to
Israel all throughout those years. I am
proud of the fact that Harry Truman
was the first world leader to step for-
ward and recognize the State of Israel.

From time to time I am asked by my
constituents why I am such a strong
supporter of aid to Israel, and I give
them many answers. Two of them are
these: Israel is the only democracy in
the Middle East, and Israel is the best
ally that the United States has at the
U.N.

Another thing Harry Truman used to
say is, ‘‘Let’s look at the record.’’ I
have looked at the record and Israel is
our best ally. Now, some might say,
well, we have a lot of other allies
around the world. But a lot of time
when push comes to shove, they are not
there for us, they do not vote with us,
they do not act with us.

I remember in the early days of the
Reagan administration, when Presi-
dent Ronald Reagan wanted to do a re-
taliatory strike against Libya for its
terrorist activities. We went to one of
our traditional allies, which would not
exist if it were not for the United
States of America and what we did in
World War II, and we did not ask for
money, we did not ask for any military
personnel, and we did not ask for
planes. The President said, on our way
to do the mission, can we fly through
your airspace. And our ally said, no.

I submit to my colleagues that with
allies like that, we do not need en-
emies.

So I stand here before my colleagues
today in support of a true ally, who
once again takes the risk for peace.
And as they step forward and take that
risk again, I join with my colleagues in
making the point that it is now time
for Syria to reciprocate.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-

tlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY), a person who has spent years
working for Middle East peace and for
peace in this country as well. She is a
mentor of mine and one who has no
peer on this subject, a person with
whom I have had the pleasure of being
in Israel with on three different occa-
sions.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, I stand in
strong support of this resolution. And,
first, I want to thank my good col-
league, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), for that very gracious
introduction.

I remember that trip to Israel, and I
remember very well when the gen-
tleman and I and the black caucus vis-
ited all the sites, and every one came
back committed, understanding the
strong relationship between Israel and
the United States and the importance
of that relationship, and that our sup-
port for Israel is in the interest of the
United States. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s generosity as a very, very strong
supporter, which the gentleman is.

I want to commend Israel, Mr.
Speaker, on the completion of its his-
toric withdrawal from southern Leb-
anon, the latest in one of many risks
the government and the people of
Israel have taken for peace. This uni-
lateral action is a significant step in
the effort to achieve a comprehensive
peace in the Middle East.

The people of Israel have had enough.
They have seen enough of their sons,
their fathers, their husbands die during
the last 2 decades. With the implemen-
tation of U.N. Security Council Resolu-
tion 425, redeployment from southern
Lebanon, Israel has taken a very brave
step towards achieving peace with
their neighbors, a peace that will ben-
efit Israel’s children, Lebanon’s chil-
dren, and the whole region for years to
come.

This decision has not come without
risks. Hezbollah terrorists have con-
sistently staged attacks against cities
and towns on Israel’s northern border.
The withdrawal of Israeli forces have
left a vacuum in southern Lebanon,
and Syria still harbors 30,000 troops on
Lebanese soil. As we stand here, thou-
sands of Israeli citizens have fled their
homes in northern Israel to escape vio-
lent attacks.

As a champion of Middle East peace,
the United States must stand firmly,
strongly, and unequivocally with the
people of Israel during this difficult
time. We must insist on the immediate
withdrawal of Syrian forces from Leb-
anon. We must encourage the United
Nations to recognize Israel’s brave
choice and to help stabilize southern
Lebanon and reintegrate it with the
rest of the country. Most of all, we
must never, ever forget Israel’s para-
mount right to make its own decisions
about the security of its people and its
border.

I urge all of my colleagues to recog-
nize the courage of the people of Israel,
the courage they have shown this week
and throughout the Middle East peace
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process, and to reaffirm our commit-
ment to the present and future secu-
rity of one of our very best allies. I
urge my colleagues to support this res-
olution.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. HOLT).

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time,
and I rise to join in the commendation
of the people of Israel and the govern-
ment of Israel for taking this impor-
tant step.

It is a courageous step to try to bring
some order to the chaos that has been
Lebanon. The prime minister of Israel
and the government of Israel have
taken a very methodical look at what
it is going to take to bring peace to
that part of the world, and it is clear
that the chaos that has been Lebanon
has to be brought to order. So the gov-
ernment of Israel, the prime minister
of Israel, have unilaterally and coura-
geously taken this step.

We, as friends, deep friends of Israel,
must lend our help; and we must call
on Syria to follow with full withdrawal
from Lebanon so that order can be re-
stored to Lebanon. So I join my friend,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS), and my good friend, the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
MCNULTY), and the others here today
in commending Israel and urging our
support, the support of the American
people, as they try to bring peace to
this part of the world, to the Middle
East, which has been wracked with war
for far too long.

Through this courageous action, Mr.
Speaker, I am hopeful that they will
have peace now on the northern border
and that this will remove some of the
difficulties that Syria has been putting
in the way. So we here should lend our
support and our commendation to
Israel.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume merely to commend the
majority leader, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARMEY), and the chairman
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN), as well as the ranking
member of the committee, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr.
GEJDENSON), for their cooperative ef-
fort in expediting this resolution in the
hope that it will be on the floor for
Members to act on tomorrow.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
measure now under consideration, H.
Con. Res. 331.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Is there objec-
tion to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I yield back

the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the concurrent resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, on that I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KING). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 6, 1999, and under a
previous order of the House, the fol-
lowing Members will be recognized for
5 minutes each.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Ms. BROWN of Florida addressed the
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)
f

SUDDEN SNIFFING DEATH
SYNDROME

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Oregon (Ms. HOOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to share with my col-
leagues a story that was told to me by
a mother in my community. Kathy
Abel of Keizer, Oregon, was met at her
doorstep by a police officer to inform
her that her 18-year-old son was dead.

Kathy’s son James did not die in a
car accident or a shooting. Kathy’s son
died at the hands of an everyday house-
hold product. Kathy’s son died as a re-
sult of inhalant abuse.

Kathy’s son James was no different
than most high school students. He was
active in school, popular amongst his
classmates, and on his way to starting
his life as an adult.

The death of this bright young man
should never have happened. The young
man that James was with should not
know what it feels like to have his
friend die in his arms, and James’s
family should not have known the
hopeless, tragic feeling of hearing that
their beloved son was dead.

Most of us do not even know what in-
halant abuse is, and too often we find
out after it is too late. Inhalant abuse
is the intentional breathing in of gas
and vapors with the goal of getting

high. Typical substances that are in-
haled include gasoline, paint thinner,
nail polish remover, typewriter correc-
tion fluid, butane and propane.
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These products are typically house-
hold items that we all keep in our
homes.

In Oregon, a 1998 study showed that
20 percent of 8th graders have tried
inhalants. That is one out of every five
students. Scarier yet is the fact that
children can often die after inhaling
these substances only one time.
Inhalants also serve as a gateway drug
that can lead young people toward
other forms of drug abuse.

Let me explain the way inhalants af-
fect the body. Inhalants produce an ef-
fect within seconds that may last from
15 to 45 minutes. They will generally
act as central nervous system depres-
sants. After an initial euphoria, a de-
pressed state follows that can be ac-
companied by drowsiness or sleep.
Inhalants lower breathing and heart
rates and impair coordination and
judgment. Dosages must be repeated to
maintain intoxication.

Inhalants can cause severe and per-
manent damage to the brain, liver, kid-
neys, and other organs. More than any
substance, inhalants can cause sudden
death resulting from heart arrhythmia
and suffocation. Let me repeat that.
More than any other substance,
inhalants can cause Sudden Sniffing
Death Syndrome. This means users can
die the first time, the 10th time, or the
100th time. No one really knows.

Today my colleague the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) and I
are introducing a bill that will allow
grants to go for education programs to
combat inhalant abuse. If passed, this
legislation will bring much-needed at-
tention to this very serious problem.

It is never too early to teach our
children about the dangers of
inhalants. Inhalant use starts as early
as elementary school. Parents often re-
main ignorant of inhalant use or do not
educate their children until it is too
late.

Let me remind my colleagues,
inhalants are not drugs. They are poi-
sons and toxins and should be discussed
as such.

The Partnership for a Drug-Free
America produced this ad in Monday’s
New York Times. It says, ‘‘Every par-
ent should take a drug test. Learn
about inhalants. What you don’t know
may surprise you.’’

Mr. Speaker, I include the article for
the RECORD:

[From the New York Times, May 22, 2000]

EVERY PARENT SHOULD TAKE A DRUG TEST

LEARN ABOUT INHALANTS. WHAT YOU DON’T
KNOW MAY SURPRISE YOU

An alarming number of children across the
country are using household products to get
high.

If you’re going to protect your kids, you’d
better know something about this problem.

Here’s a chance to test yourself. The an-
swers are printed below.
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1. How many substances found in the aver-

age home can make you high if inhaled?
a. 10–15
b. More than 25
c. More than 100
d. More than 500
e. More than 1,000
2. By the eighth grade, how many kids

have tried at least one inhalant?
a. One in a hundred
b. One in fifty
c. One in 25
d. One in 5
e. One in 2
3. Which of the following can you use with

an inhalant to get high?
a. A soda can
b. A sock
c. A plastic bag
d. A balloon
e. All of the above
4. What is ‘‘huffing?’’
a. Sucking on an aerosol can
b. Blowing into a bag, then inhaling the

fumes
c. Inhaling a chemical by panting
d. Putting a rag soaked with a chemical to

your mouth and inhaling the fumes
e. Pouring a chemical directly into your

mouth and breathing the fumes
5. What percentage of inhalants can be

toxic?
a. 10–15%
b. 15–20%
c. 25–50%
d. 50–75%
e. All of them
6. A danger of inhaling chemical sub-

stances is:
a. Brain damage
b. Liver and Kidney damage
c. Suffocation
d. Death
e. All of the above
7. Of the inhalants that will make you

‘‘high,’’ how many can cause permanent
brain damage?

a. One or two
b. A dozen or so
c. Almost a hundred
d. Nearly all of them
e. None of them
8. Why do kids abuse inhalants?
a. Products that can be sniffed to get high

can be found in every household
b. They’re inexpensive
c. They’re legal
d. Users don’t realize how dangerous they

are
e. All of the above
9. What is SSD?
a. Sweet Sniffing Dreams
b. Sudden Sniffing Desire
c. Sudden Sniffing Death
d. Sure Sniffing Damage
e. Shaky Sniffing Dancing
10. The best approach to prevention with

kids is:
a. Threaten them—e.g. ‘‘I’ll break your

neck if I ever catch you using inhalants
b. Talk with them, tell them how you feel

about inhalants, and warn them of the
dangers

c. Ignore the problem. What your kids
don’t know can’t hurt them

d. Tell your kids you want them to talk
with their guidance counselor in school
about inhalants

e. Talk with the guidance counselor your-
self and get his or her advice

Answers: 1(c); 2(d); 3(e); 4(d); 5(e); 6(e); 7(d);
8(e); 9(c); 10(b) or (e).

You don’t need to score 100% before you
talk about this problem with your kids.

You simply have to let them know how
you feel about the problem and warn them of
the dangers.

Don’t be put off if your words don’t seem
to register. What does register is not so
much what you say, but the fact you care
enough to be concerned. Kids have a name
for this kind of parental involvement. Love.

A good first step is simply to clip this test
and put it up on your refrigerator.

Your kids may make jokes about it. But
they’ll get it.

For more information call, 1–800–729–6686.

Many States, including Oregon, have
begun a campaign to inform children
and their parents about inhalant abuse.
We must begin our own fight at the na-
tional level. The Senate recently
passed identical legislation unani-
mously. It is time that we give this
issue due credit in the House and begin
this crusade to educate ourselves and
our children about this terrible prob-
lem.
f

MEDALS OF HONOR

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KING). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BUYER) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to share some good news about
well-deserved recognition of three
American heroes and the role of the
Congress in attaining their highest
honor and distinction in our country.

Four years ago, the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1996
created a process to permit Members of
Congress to obtain reviews of military
decoration recommendations for merit,
even though the time limits estab-
lished in the law would normally pre-
clude such consideration.

Since then, many heroic acts have
been properly but belatedly recognized.
Many of these heroic acts would have
gone unnoticed had it not been for
Members of Congress demanding fair
hearings of the facts and cir-
cumstances.

Mr. Speaker, today I want to focus
on three cases of valor which Congress
will soon formally recognize by making
possible the award of our Nation’s
highest decoration for bravery and
combat, the Medal of Honor.

I will start with the recommendation
from my colleague, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. EWING), that Cor-
poral Andrew J. Smith of the 55th Mas-
sachusetts Volunteer Infantry be post-
humously awarded the Medal of Honor
for his actions on November 30, 1864, at
the Civil War Battle of Honey Hill in
South Carolina.

Mr. Smith, from Clinton, Illinois,
volunteered to serve in the 55th Massa-
chusetts. The battle that day had
brought the 55th to a narrow bridge in
front of a Confederate stronghold on
the hill. The 55th joined another regi-
ment in filing across the bridge in the
face of withering enemy fire.

The officers leading the charge were
killed immediately. The commander
was wounded and trapped under his
dead horse.

In a fight that would see one-half the
unit’s officers and a third of the en-

listed men killed or wounded, the regi-
mental colors, that critical symbol
that is the heart of any unit, had been
put at risk.

The flag bearer had been blown to
pieces by an exploding shell. Corporal
Smith ignored his own safety and
grabbed the regimental colors from the
hand of the dead sergeant. He then ma-
neuvered through the heavy grape and
canister being fired at close range and
carried the colors to safety, thereby
leading his men.

His actions are of conspicuous valor
and, therefore, worthy of the Medal of
Honor.

The next case involves the rec-
ommendation from Senator DANIEL
AKAKA to award the Medal of Honor
posthumously to Technician Fifth
Grade James K. Okubo, Medical De-
tachment, 442 Regimental Combat
Team, for his actions on October 28, 29,
and November 4 of 1944 near
Biffontaine, France.

Technician Fifth Grade Okubo and
his compatriots in the highly decorated
Japanese-American 442nd Regimental
Combat Team had fought through Italy
and were engaging German forces in
France in the fall of 1944.

During the battle, while subjected to
continuous machine gun, mortar, and
artillery fire, this soldier coolly and ef-
ficiently rendered first aid to 25 wound-
ed soldiers. On two occasions, he
crawled 150 yards to points within 40
yards of enemy lines to evacuate
wounded comrades.

On November 4, he ran 75 yards
through deadly machine gun fire, and
while exposed to intense enemy fire di-
rected at him, he evacuated a seriously
wounded crewman from a burning
tank.

His actions on these days are of con-
spicuous valor and, therefore, make
him worthy of the Medal of Honor.

The third case involves the rec-
ommendation by Senator JOHN MCCAIN
to award the Medal of Honor to Cap-
tain Ed W. Freeman, 229th Assault Hel-
icopter Battalion, 1st Cavalry Division,
for his actions on November 14, 1965, at
landing zone X-ray during the battle of
the IDrang Valley, the Republic of
Vietnam.

Captain Freeman was flying resupply
missions into the now famous landing
zone X-ray, one of the hottest and most
embattled LZs of the Vietnam War.

U.S. forces were reporting heavy cas-
ualties and a shortage of water and
supplies. The Medevac helicopter had
tried to land but was driven off by in-
tense enemy fire.

Despite these dangers, Captain Free-
man ignored the enemy fire and repeat-
edly flew into the landing zone X-ray
carrying in supplies and lifting out the
wounded. He flew a total of 14 missions
to a landing zone that was just 100 me-
ters from the defensive perimeter, and
he evacuated 30 seriously wounded sol-
diers from the LZ that would not have
otherwise lived. He quit flying that day
several hours after dark only after all
the wounded had been evacuated.
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His actions are of conspicuous valor

and, therefore, worthy of the Medal of
Honor.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say that
the legal barriers that have prevented
these heroes from being recognized will
be lifted in legislation soon to be en-
acted by Congress.

As a result, these heroic individuals
will soon be recipients of the Medal of
Honor and we have set the record
straight and we have touched for a mo-
ment that which is at the heart of our
pride in being American.

f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COVERAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, I rise
once again on the floor of the House of
Representatives to call upon this
House to pass prescription drug cov-
erage for senior citizens and those who
are disabled under Medicare and to
work for other strategies to lower the
cost of prescription drugs for all family
members.

Today in particular, I am rising to
read a letter, as I am every week now
rising to share a letter from one of my
constituents in Michigan. This week I
would like to read a letter from a 76-
year-old woman who is a breast cancer
survivor from Fenton, Michigan. She is
the widow of a disabled veteran.

I want to speak more about the fact
that we need to be focused on our vet-
erans who do not have prescription
drug coverage and are struggling to
pay the cost of their medications. Now,
as we are approaching Memorial Day,
we need to be honoring them by ad-
dressing this serious health care issue.

But first let me read the letter.
Dear Mrs. Stabenow, I am writing to you

concerning the high cost of prescription
drugs, which, I believe, you are on a cam-
paign to cut the cost of for senior citizens
who are on a fixed income and need these
drugs.

I am the widow of a disabled veteran, who,
at the age of 32, was on total disability. I
went to work to help out, as we needed the
extra money. We had two children. My moth-
er lived with us and took care of the chil-
dren.

My mother became too ill to take care of
them, so I had to quit my job and stay home.
It was hard financially, but we managed to
get by, living on a strict budget. My hus-
band’s disability was a condition that he
needed me around him all the time. When
the boys got older, I tried to work again, but
my husband begged me to stay home with
him, which I did.

My husband died when he was 50. I was able
to save a little money, which I intended to
use to enjoy a little more life than I had
been able to.

In 1995, I was diagnosed with breast cancer,
which I went through and got on with my
life. In December 1999, I had another mastec-
tomy, which I hope I will recover from as
well as I did in the case of my first mastec-
tomy.

Since the time I was diagnosed with can-
cer, the cost of my drugs has spiraled up and
up. I live on a fixed income. I also have to

pay for health insurance. Believe me, I am
not complaining, ‘‘poor little me.’’ There are
many people worse off than me, and this is
why I am writing. Maybe my letter will help
others.

I will give you an estimate of what I am
paying every month for drugs.

She proceeds through a long list. Her
cancer medication is $180 for 31 tablets.
Her high blood pressure medication is
$21 for a month’s supply. Her blood
thinner medication is $20 for a month.
Nasal spray is $58 for a month. And on
and on.

The total for each month for my con-
stituent is $377.85 and it continues to
go up and up, as she indicates in her
letter.

She indicates here that she hopes
that everyone who needs these drugs
will be able to afford them and live a
healthier life.

Mr. Speaker, today I rise, as we ap-
proach Memorial Day, to recognize the
fact that not only my constituent from
Fenton, Michigan, but four million vet-
erans and four million spouses of vet-
erans in this country have no help for
their prescription drug coverage. We
are talking about people who were will-
ing to lay their lives on the line.

This Monday we will honor those who
gave their lives in service for our Na-
tion. And in light of this and these sta-
tistics, I believe we need to call upon
all of us to act immediately to address
the issue of the high cost of prescrip-
tion drugs, particularly for our older
Americans where we have the oppor-
tunity by just simply passing Medicare
coverage, by modernizing Medicare, to
cover the way health care is provided
today with prescription drug coverage.

We can honor our veterans by ful-
filling the promise of health care that
was made to them. Each one of our
servicemen and women, as they come
to the service of our country, they sign
on the dotted line; and we, in return,
indicate to them the promise of health
care. Not only are we not fulfilling the
health care promise to our veterans as
it relates to full funding health care for
our veterans, but when we have 4 mil-
lion of our veterans, 4 million of their
spouses that do not have any access to
help cover their prescription drug cov-
erage, we need to act. There is some-
thing wrong; and we need to take it
very, very seriously.

It is not right when someone who has
cared for her disabled husband, some-
one who is a disabled veteran, his wife,
who goes on to have health care prob-
lems herself, who has saved a little bit
in her life now finds herself using all of
those little bit of savings in order to
pay for her medication and then find
herself on a fixed income paying al-
most $400 a month for medications.

We need to act. It is time now to
lower the cost of prescription drugs
and to modernize Medicare.
f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. LAZIO) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. LAZIO addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. REGULA) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. REGULA addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
PASSES BILL TO PURCHASE
BACA RANCH IN NEW MEXICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today the
Committee on Resources passed a bill
to purchase the Baca Ranch in New
Mexico. This is a very bad deal for the
taxpayers.

The family that owns this ranch
bought it in 1961 for $2.1 million. Now,
under the bill passed out of committee
today, the Federal Government is
going to pay $101 million for this prop-
erty, almost 50 times the original pur-
chase price.

I would bet almost everyone in this
Nation would like to sell their property
for 50 times what they paid for it.

b 1845

This is a colossal rip-off of the tax-
payers. My office yesterday asked the
Congressional Research Service to run
the numbers for us. According to CRS,
there has been a 452 percent inflation
since 1961. Adjusted for inflation, this
property should be worth $11.7 million,
or about 51⁄2 times the original pur-
chase price.

We definitely should not be paying
$101 million for property that was
bought for $2.1 million, and today ad-
justed for inflation should be worth
$11.7 million. This is welfare for the
rich, a windfall for the wealthy.

However, it will be passed by a huge
margin, because it has strong bipar-
tisan support in New Mexico. I watched
a tape about this property. It is beau-
tiful; however, the most overused word
in this Congress is the word pristine.
We are constantly told that we have to
buy this property or that property, be-
cause it is beautiful and pristine, but if
the Federal Government tried to buy
every beautiful, pristine piece of prop-
erty in this country, it would bankrupt
our government and shatter our econ-
omy, besides the Federal Government
already owns 37 percent of New Mexico,
millions of acres.

The Federal Government certainly
does not need any more of New Mexico;
it has too much already. Private prop-
erty is one of the main foundations of
our prosperity. It is one of the corner-
stones of our freedom. Private property
is one of the main things that has set
us apart from socialist and Communist
nations.
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Already the Federal Government

owns 30 percent of the land in this Na-
tion. State and local governments and
quasigovernmental units own another
20 percent, half the land in some type
of public ownership.

Also we keep putting more and more
restrictions, limitations, rules, regula-
tions, redtape on the land that does re-
main in private hands. If we keep doing
away with private property, we are
going to drive up prices for homes and
cause much serious damage to our
economy. We will hurt the poor and
working people the most and those of
middle income.

We should not waste the taxpayers
money in this way. We should not rip
off the taxpayers in this way. $101 mil-
lion for property bought for $2.1 mil-
lion is more than 4,000 percent higher
than what it should be when adjusted
for inflation. We should not take
money from lower- and middle-income
Americans to pay a family almost 50
times what they paid for their prop-
erty.

Mr. Speaker, $101 million for prop-
erty originally bought for $2.1 million
is simply too much. The Baca Ranch
purchase will pass this Congress over-
whelmingly; but I repeat, Mr. Speaker,
this is a colossal rip-off of the tax-
payers of this Nation.
f

FEARS OVER CHANGES IN SOCIAL
SECURITY SYSTEM PROPOSED
BY GOVERNOR BUSH OF TEXAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
KING). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I do not
intend to use the entire hour this
evening, but I want to take what time
I have to discuss my fears, and I stress
fears, this evening over the changes in
the Social Security system that have
been proposed by Governor Bush of
Texas.

Mr. Speaker, Social Security has lift-
ed millions of seniors out of poverty. It
is, by far, the most successful economic
program ever passed by Congress, and
the reasons for the success are simple.
It offers a guaranteed, and I stress
guaranteed, benefit for every American
retiree. More than half of all Ameri-
cans, especially working families, have
no retirement savings beyond Social
Security.

Without the guaranteed income pro-
vided by Social Security, millions of
seniors could fall through the cracks
left to live out their lives in poverty.
Recently, Governor George Bush pro-
posed a Social Security plan that
would undermine Social Security, in
my opinion, and simultaneously
threaten our thriving economy.

By diverting funds from the Social
Security Trust Fund to set up indi-
vidual retirement accounts, as Bush
proposed, the plan would hasten the in-
solvency of the Social Security Trust

Fund. It would also force seniors to
question rather than count on their So-
cial Security benefits.

Now, Governor Bush has also pro-
posed a tax cut that would cost an esti-
mated $1.7 trillion. When combined
with the cost of his individual retire-
ment accounts that he has mentioned
with regard to Social Security, Gov-
ernor Bush’s plan would spend more
than three times the projected surplus
over the next 10 years. That money
would come directly out of the Social
Security Trust Fund, weakening the
program even further and leaving little
room in the budget for other priorities
like a prescription drug benefit for
Medicare.

No plan that would endanger the
guarantees of Social Security, rob the
trust fund, and leave other priorities
unfunded can possibly be taken seri-
ously, and that is why I refer to the
Bush plan as extremely radical. Demo-
crats have pretty much said that we
are going to fight this dangerous ill-
conceived proposal, and I think we
need to fight it every step of the way.

Mr. Speaker, I want to discuss three
of my concerns about the Bush Social
Security plan in a little more detail
this evening. First of all, I would like
to express my concern that ultimately
Governor Bush’s plan would lead to
complete privatization of Social Secu-
rity. Right now the governor is saying
only 2 percent of the money would be
invested by individuals in retirement
accounts.

But in an Associated Press story on
May 17, just a week or so ago, Governor
Bush said it was possible workers
would eventually be allowed to invest
their entire Social Security tax, not
just a portion of it.

The Houston Chronicle reported on
the same day, and I quote, ‘‘Bush on
Tuesday said his plan to create private
savings accounts could be the first step
toward a complete privatization of So-
cial Security.’’

And I want to stress this: the Social
Security program was began under
Franklin Roosevelt. The Republican
leadership for many years totally op-
posed it being started, and I think that
this is part of a historical trend essen-
tially that what Governor Bush is say-
ing, I do not like a government pro-
gram, Social Security is a government
program. Ultimately, I think it is best
if it is privatized completely.

The second concern I have is this
question of whether or not there will
be a guaranteed income, because that
is what Social Security is about to
most seniors. They know that when
they retire they will have a guaranteed
income every month, and a certain
amount over the course of the year.

Well, when asked on May 15 whether
or not there would be a guaranteed in-
come, basically Governor Bush said
this, and this is from the Dallas Morn-
ing News of May 15, ‘‘maybe or maybe
not.’’ Asked whether he envisions a
system in which future beneficiaries
would receive no less than they would

have under the current system, Mr.
Bush said ‘‘maybe, maybe not.’’

Well, what he was essentially admit-
ting was that it was conceivable that a
worker taking advantage of these pri-
vate investment accounts would get a
lower guaranteed benefit from Social
Security, and we know that that obvi-
ously is the case, because it would de-
pend how that worker invested the
money since it is an individual deci-
sion.

The New York Times reported on
May 17, and I quote, ‘‘Bush also refused
to say how much benefits might be re-
duced for workers who created private
investment accounts. That is all up for
discussion,’’ Mr. Bush said.

When I say that this is a radical pro-
posal, it is radical because most Ameri-
cans think that they are going to have
a certain guaranteed income from their
Social Security. It is clear that with
the private investment accounts and
the further privatization that Governor
Bush has been talking about, there is
no guaranteed income.

The third major concern that I have
and would like to focus on in a little
more detail this evening is what I call
the transition costs, the trillion dollars
in transition costs that might not be
accounted for or that Bush is really
not accounting for. Bush acknowledged
in this same Associated Press story
that I mentioned on May 17 that he has
not fully accounted for the cost of
moving from the current Social Secu-
rity system to his proposed one.

Now, Vice President AL GORE says
that the cost of that transition could
be something like $900 billion, almost
$1 trillion. The plan laid out by Gov-
ernor Bush leaves out the most impor-
tant factor, and that is the cost. Ac-
cording to a new report published by
the Center for Budget and Policy Prior-
ities, Bush’s privatization plan would
cost $900 billion over the first 10 years.
These costs occur because the Social
Security system must simultaneously
pay out current benefits while privat-
ization drains over 16 percent of the
amount of money coming into the sys-
tem. That is assuming the 2 percent
point diversion that Bush has talked
about. If we combine this with the cost
of Bush’s nearly $2 trillion tax cut, the
Bush plan will leave multitrillion dol-
lar debts as far as the eye can see. This
is basically from the Center for Budget
and Policy Priorities.

I want to talk a little further about
some of the other impacts that Gov-
ernor Bush’s privatization plan with
regard to Social Security would have.
Here I would like to raise three issues,
three impacts, if you will, from this
Bush Social Security privatization
plan.

First, it would weaken our economy
by eliminating our chance to pay down
the debt, which we have started to do
ever since the surplus occurred. Sec-
ond, it would place at risk the secure
retirement benefit that Social Security
provides. Third, and this is something
that I think a lot of people have not
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thought about but we have to think
about, the Bush Social Security privat-
ization plan would force a massive
S&L, savings and loan-style bailout if
people’s investments failed.

Let me talk, Mr. Speaker, in a little
more detail about these three impacts
from this privatization plan.

First, let me go back to the fact that
the Bush plan will eliminate the
chance to pay down the debt. This goes
back to this $1 trillion in transition
cost that I mentioned before. Accord-
ing to the Center for Budget and Policy
Priorities, Bush’s privatization plan
would cost the $900 billion I mentioned
over 10 years. The reason these costs
occur is because the Social Security
system has to pay out the current ben-
efits, as I mentioned, while the privat-
ization drains this other 16 percent.
But the bottom line is that Bush’s own
aides acknowledge that these transi-
tion costs would siphon away the
money that could be used to pay down
the debt. Less debt reduction would
translate into higher interest pay-
ments on the debt over the same 10-
year period, which in turn would re-
duce the budget surplus.

If I could talk about this in a little
more detail, I would like to contrast it
with what Vice President GORE not
only has proposed but what he is doing.
Under Mr. GORE’s plan, all of the Social
Security surplus will go to reducing
the national debt held by the public.
Some of this is already happening.
Some of the debt is actually being paid
down now. What GORE is saying, that
he would take all of the Social Secu-
rity surplus and use it essentially to
reduce the national debt. There would
not be that opportunity with Bush’s
plan. The money simply would not be
there to exercise that option.

As I said, not only Vice President
GORE but President Clinton and the ad-
ministration’s deficit and debt reduc-
tion that they have already done has
already helped the economy and fami-
lies. Seven years ago, the budget def-
icit was nearly $300 billion and grow-
ing; and as a result, interest rates were
high and growth was slow. By the year
2012, it was projected that 25 cents on
every tax dollar would be needed to pay
interest on the debt. Because of this
administration, the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration’s commitment to fiscal
discipline, deficits have turned into
surpluses and the Nation’s debt is al-
ready $1.7 trillion lower than it was
projected to be this year. Because of
the deficit and debt reduction that the
Clinton administration has already
done, it is estimated the typical family
with a home mortgage might be ex-
pected to save roughly $2,000 per year
in mortgage payments.

Currently, about 13 cents on every
Federal dollar is spent on net interest
payments. These payments which were
once projected to be nearly double that
would be eliminated under AL GORE’s
plan. With the Government no longer
draining resources from capital mar-
kets, interest rates are lower and busi-

nesses have more funds for productive
investment. Paying off the debt will
continue to help fuel investment and
productivity growth.

What I am trying to say, Mr. Speak-
er, is essentially this. Let us continue
the policy of paying down the debt be-
cause ultimately that makes the econ-
omy grow and it saves money that
would be available in the long run for
Social Security. Let us not go down
this risky, radical plan that Governor
Bush has proposed where on the one
hand he is spending trillions of dollars
on tax cuts and on the other hand his
transition costs to this privatization
plan would use up a significant portion
of the surplus as well.

I talked about why my fear about
how Bush’s privatization plan places
retirement funds at risk, but I would
like to talk about that a little more in
terms of the second point here on po-
tential impacts of this risky Bush plan.
For whatever reason, I guess it is be-
cause the stock market has done so
well in the last 5, 10 years now that
people do not even remember that
there was a time when it was not doing
that well. But the bottom line is that if
you have privatization the way Gov-
ernor Bush proposes, it puts individual
retirement security at the whims of
the stock market where people can
lose.

Throughout its history, Social Secu-
rity has stood as a guaranteed secure
retirement regardless of the fluctua-
tions of the economy or the stock mar-
ket. Investing these funds in the mar-
ket means that some or all of that ben-
efit could be lost. There was a GAO re-
port that shows the risk of stock mar-
ket investments with Social Security.
This is from a statement by the asso-
ciate director of income security issues
for the GAO, April 22, 1998.

The GAO report noted that caution is
warranted in counting on future stock
returns in designing Social Security re-
form. The report goes on. However, an
average over nearly a century obscures
the reality that stock returns fluctuate
substantially from year to year. Over
the past 70 years or so, stock market
returns were negative in nearly 1 out of
4 years. There is no guarantee that in-
vesting in the stock market even over
2 or 3 decades will yield the long-term
average return. The stock market
could drop and stay depressed for a pro-
longed period of time. Of course it has.
We know that historically it has
stayed depressed for a long period of
time.

b 1900

Interestingly enough, in this same
GAO report they point out that the So-
cial Security Trust Fund actually out-
performed nominal stock returns 35
percent of the time from 1950 to 1996,
over a period of 45 or so years. The 10-
year moving average of the S&P 500
underperformed the Social Security
Trust Fund’s treasury returns at times.
A long-term average does not reflect
fluctuations in year-to-year stock re-

turns. In fact, nominal stock returns
were less than the Social Security
Trust Fund’s annual yield in 17 years
from 1950 to 1996, more than 35 percent
of the time, from that same GAO re-
port.

Sometimes I wonder why it is nec-
essary to explain why the stock mar-
ket is a risky business, because I would
think that anybody who looks at the
history of the market knows that that
is the case, but I guess because the
market has done so well in the last few
years and the last decade there are peo-
ple, particularly young people, who feel
that it will always do well. But that is
simply not true. It is not borne out by
the historical facts.

Let me mention the third impact
that I would like to discuss in a little
more detail this evening, and that is
that privatization could result in mas-
sive government bailouts. The reason
for that is simple, that if the people
who take these private investment ac-
counts do not succeed and actually lose
money or the stock market goes bad,
they are going to come back to the
Government and ask the Government
to bail them out, because everybody
does that, the big corporations do, the
savings & loan associations did, and ob-
viously the average person is going to
do that if they lose all their money and
they cannot make ends meet.

Bush and his advisers have indicated
that his privatization plan for Social
Security will have no downside risk
and the Government will guarantee
that future Social Security bene-
ficiaries will receive no less than they
would have under the current system.
Thus, the risky nature of the stock
market could force the Government to
bail out Social Security during market
downturns or for people who make poor
investment choices.

The Governor is saying, Don’t worry.
If you do these investments with your
private accounts, don’t worry, because
we will make it good if you don’t do
well. How is he going to do that with-
out a massive bailout, and where is the
money going to come from? Ultimately
the taxpayers. We would have a major
problem.

The other thing is that obviously pri-
vatization could make Social Security
go insolvent a lot earlier. Plans to di-
vert 2 percentage points of the payroll
tax, or 16 percent of the money paid
into the Social Security system, into
private accounts, could make Social
Security go insolvent 14 years sooner
than it would if no action were taken
at all. Under a 2 percentage point plan,
Social Security could go bankrupt by
2023, according to a study again from
the Center for Budget and Policy Prior-
ities.

Well, that is common sense. If this
money is taken out of the system, then
this system will go broke sooner; and
that is, again, why it makes no sense
to move with this very risky Bush pri-
vatization plan.

Now, I want to talk a little bit, if I
could, about what Vice President GORE
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has proposed and why his plan to shore
up Social Security is much preferable
to Governor Bush’s, and certainly not
risky, by any means.

Because of the administration’s com-
mitment to fiscal discipline, as I have
mentioned, the Nation’s debt is already
$1.7 trillion lower than it was projected
to be this year. In fact, when the ad-
ministration took office, by the year
2012 it was projected that 25 cents of
every dollar would go to pay the inter-
est on the national debt. That has not
happened, because we are now paying
down the national debt with the sur-
plus that has been generated.

Vice President GORE is basically say-
ing that he is going to pay off the na-
tional debt and help maintain Amer-
ica’s prosperity in a number of ways.
But what I want to zero in on is how he
would dedicate $2.1 trillion for debt re-
duction, and this is basically to pre-
pare the Nation for the retiring of the
baby-boomers.

He is proposing to use more than 95
percent of the Social Security surplus
to pay down the debt, with the idea
being, of course, that ultimately that
will strengthen the economy and pre-
pare for the fact that so many more
senior citizens are going to be retiring
as part of this baby-boom generation.

After a decade of debt reduction,
GORE transfers the interest savings
that come from using the Social Secu-
rity surplus to buy down the debt to
strengthen the solvency of the Social
Security program. By 2016, GORE will
be adding about $250 billion annually to
strengthen Social Security until at
least 2050.

He is investing $103 billion, less than
5 percent of the surplus, in strength-
ening Social Security’s benefits for
older women, because, as we know,
poverty among elderly women is a
major national challenge. In 1997, pov-
erty among elderly widows was 1 per-
cent, compared to 5 percent for married
women. GORE believes that we can and
should strengthen benefits for widows
and mothers that were penalized for
years spent caring for children as part
of the plan to extend the solvency of
Social Security.

Now, I could talk in more detail
about how the Vice President’s plan
helps older women, but I just want to
mention two things, if I could, about
that before I conclude this evening.
One point is to eliminate the mother-
hood penalty. The current Social Secu-
rity formula is based on average earn-
ings over 35 years of work. Because
women take several years raising their
children, the typical woman only
works 27 years. However, those years
raising children do not count towards
Social Security earnings, effectively
creating this motherhood penalty.
GORE says that he would eliminate the
motherhood penalty by allowing par-
ents to take credit for up to 5 years of
earnings, if they take that time to
raise children. This would increase So-
cial Security benefits for those women
by about $600 a year.

The second thing that GORE would do
to strengthen benefits for women,
under current law widows can have
their combined benefits cut in half.
Living costs such as rent and utilities
often do not decrease with the death of
a spouse, but then there is a cut in ben-
efits to that widow. In fact, single el-
derly women are four times as likely to
be poor as married women. GORE would
fight to raise the widow’s benefit to
three-quarters of the couple’s combined
benefit, helping more than 3 million el-
derly women receive a benefit that re-
flects their cost of living.

I am not going to go in more detail
tonight, but I know over the next few
weeks, and certainly after the Memo-
rial Day recess, you are going to see
myself and other Democrats come to
the floor and constantly talk about our
concerns with regard to the Bush pri-
vatization Social Security plan, be-
cause I really believe it is a radical
plan, and I do not think the average
American or senior understands what
it is all about.

This plan, and this is how I want to
conclude this evening, the greatest
fault in it is the numbers simply do not
add up. I think this goes back, again,
to the fact that he has this $1 trillion
tax cut, and then he is taking all this
money out of the Social Security sys-
tem.

If you take the money out of the sur-
plus for tax cuts, and then you put in
effect this risky Social Security plan,
it just has too much of a drain on the
Federal budget. Taken together, the
tax cut and Bush’s privatization plan
essentially would swallow the whole
surplus for the next 10 years, and also
use a significant portion of the surplus
that is dedicated to Social Security.

The combination of those two large
$1 trillion plans and the impact that
they would have on the budget would
basically not leave any room for other
vital priorities. I think, Mr. Speaker,
you know that both the Democrats and
the Republicans have talked about a
Medicare drug benefit. There is no way
that there would be any money left in
this surplus to pay for a Medicare drug
benefit for seniors if we implemented
the Bush plan. The money would sim-
ply not be there. It just does not add
up.

That is not to mention other prior-
ities. Governor Bush has talked about
education. Where is the money going to
come from to pay for our education pri-
orities, such as money that goes back
to the municipalities to pay for extra
teachers to bring class size down, or
money that would go back to the towns
around the country for school con-
struction and renovation? It just does
not add up. The money simply is not
going to be there.

So that is why I think it is important
for me and Democrats, and hopefully
Republicans as well, to bring up the
truth about this very risky privatiza-
tion plan that Governor Bush has pro-
posed, because it would not only have a
negative impact on Social Security,

but would have a negative impact basi-
cally on the economy and the Federal
budget, and essentially I think what
Americans see today as the reasons for
our prosperity.
f

MANAGED CARE REFORM
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SOUDER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, we are
going to discuss managed care reform
tonight. It is pertinent that we do this.
Back in October this House voted 275 to
151 to pass the Norwood-Dingell-
Ganske Patient Protection Act. That is
in conference now. Things are going
very, very slow.

Mr. Speaker, I remember back at the
time of the debate that we had on man-
aged care reform, a lot of our col-
leagues, primarily on the Republican
side of the aisle, but some on the
Democratic side of the aisle, said, Well,
you know, we ought to just let the free
market work this out.

I am happy tonight to have join me
in this special order my colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr. CAMP-
BELL), who has worked so hard on this
issue. We are going to discuss in some
detail his bill, which will come to the
floor tomorrow, the Quality Health
Care Coalition Act.

I am going to yield to the gentleman
to describe his bill, and then we will
talk about various aspects of it.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I appreciate the
gentleman yielding.

Mr. Speaker, let me just say, I am so
proud to have the support of not only a
brilliant man and a great colleague,
but a medical doctor in the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. GANSKE). All of us here
in the House that have dealt with him
know that is the case. When he speaks
on issues of patient care, he speaks
from knowledge and compassion.

Mr. GANSKE. If the gentleman would
yield, since we will be dealing with an
issue related to antitrust, I very much
appreciate the gentleman’s expertise
on this issue as a former professor of
law at Stanford University and some-
body well qualified to talk about the
legal aspects of this bill which we are
going to be talking about.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, in 1914 the Sherman Act
was amended to say that the labor of a
human being shall not be an article of
commerce. The reason it was amended
was to make absolutely clear what I
think most people would consider com-
mon sense, that cement and steel and
petroleum are one thing, but what was
quite different was when an individual
did not know exactly what it was they
needed, they had to go to a profes-
sional, and the professional exercised
her or his judgment, and, in exercising
her or his judgment, really the doctor
or the professional was making a deci-
sion that the client or the patient
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placed in that doctor’s hands, and that
was not the same thing as cement or
steel or petroleum, because the indi-
vidual did not know what they needed.

The concept of a professional was
quite different than the concept of
commerce, because the State would
regulate the professions and the profes-
sions would regulate themselves. They
would have a code of ethics. For exam-
ple, the doctor said that we do not
want people advertising cut rate prices,
because you run the risk then that
some patients will get something that
is not the best service because it is
cheaper.

Well, that is the concept of a profes-
sion, and I respect the concept of a pro-
fession. I regret the fact that we lost a
sense of that when the antitrust laws
were reversed in 1975, not by action of
the Congress, but by the Supreme
Court in a case, sadly, that came from
my profession, the attorneys. In that
case the Supreme Court said not only
are we going to extent antitrust to at-
torneys, but we are going to extend
antitrust to all the professions.

The height of absurdity, in my judg-
ment, was reached in 1982 when the Su-
preme Court said that a group of doc-
tors who had band together to keep
prices low in Arizona were price fixers
and, hence, subject to the per se rules
of the antitrust laws.

b 1915

I really do think that we can date the
decline of the profession of medicine
from that 1975 original and 1982 subse-
quent Supreme Court date, because
doctors are suddenly treated under the
law as though they were the same as
commercial enterprises providing steel
or autos or cement.

One of the greatest artifacts of being
treated the same as any article of com-
merce, just as an article of commerce,
not a profession anymore; no more re-
spect for the fact that a doctor is li-
censed and in every instance that I
know of, and I am sure there is good
and bad, but in every instance that I
know of are dedicated individuals try-
ing to prevent disease and cure it; one
of the artifacts is that when one bar-
gains with an HMO, it is now against
the law for one to do something that is
as natural as one can imagine; one is
treated as though one has to take the
contract or leave it.

The HMO comes up to you, and let us
say you are an opthalmologist and let
us say you perform cataract surgery
and the HMO says, you know, we are
not going to exactly say you cannot
perform a cataract surgery on patients
over 70, but the risk is a lot higher, and
you may not get reupped next year;
you may not be able to get your con-
tract renewed next year if you perform
too many cataract surgeries on pa-
tients over 70. Get the idea, Dr. Smith,
Dr. Jones?

Dr. Smith says well, I am an
opthalmologist. I will decide when the
patient can benefit from cataract sur-
gery. They say well, take it or leave it,

because Dr. Green over here is the
other opthalmologist in town, maybe
there are three or four, in several small
towns in America there is only one;
take it or leave it. Take it or leave it.
And if Dr. Smith calls up Dr. Green and
says, you know what they just gave
me, I think it is outrageous, at that
moment, Dr. Smith has violated the
antitrust laws per se and is subject to
treble damage action, indeed although
the Justice Department has not yet put
any doctor in jail for this, it is actually
a criminal offense.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time for a moment, as the gen-
tleman mentioned, prior to my coming
to Congress, I was a reconstructive sur-
geon. I took care of women who had
cancer operations, farmers who had put
their hands into machines, children
with birth defects. But when I was
elected to Congress, I closed my prac-
tice, so I no longer practice, except for
going overseas to do some charity
work.

So I want to say this because I do not
have a personal interest in this legisla-
tion. My wife is a physician, but my
wife is a salaried physician. So she has
an exemption to this prohibition that
we are going to be talking about, be-
cause for instance, as a salaried physi-
cian, she could join a union and collec-
tively bargain. But this is what has
happened.

Let us say back in 1993 and 1994, when
I was still practicing before being
elected to Congress, in Des Moines,
Iowa, there were probably seven or
eight HMOs that were offering services.
None of them controlled such a large
market share that they could make or
break a practice. So, for instance, if
any one of them was behaving irrespon-
sibly, not taking care of their patients
properly, I could get on the phone, give
them a call and say, I think you are
not treating this patient right. I hope
you change your mind. You could lobby
on behalf of your patient. They might
actually listen to you at that time. But
what has happened since then?

Mr. Speaker, in the last 5 or 6 years,
since 1994, there have been 275 mergers
and acquisitions of health plans around
the country. So, for instance, in Des
Moines, Iowa, essentially there are two
HMOs. For instance Blue Cross/Blue
Shield in Iowa controls the health care
of 98 percent of hospitals and 90 percent
of doctors. One insurance company
controls the access and cost of health
care for 60 percent of insured Orego-
nians.

Market competition in Texas is all
but gone. Mr. Speaker, 24 competing
companies have been compressed into 4
mega-managed care companies. Sixty
percent of the Pittsburgh market is
controlled by one plan. Half of the
Philadelphia market is controlled by
one plan. Each of those plans main-
tains its dominance by virtue of an
agreement not to compete with each
other. One insurance company dictates
health care to over half of Washington
State. In Seattle, the figure is higher.

In eastern Washington, 70 percent of
the patients are controlled by one plan.

What does this mean? It means, for
instance, that an HMO can devise a
contract like this one. We define med-
ical necessity as the short test, least
expensive or least intense level of
treatment as determined by us, the
health plan. Then they can give the
physicians, let us say we are talking
about eastern Washington where this
HMO controls 70 percent of the popu-
lation. They can give that contract to
employees; they can also give a con-
tract to the physicians or the nurses,
or, for that matter, the pharmacists,
and they can say, take it or leave it.

Now, in the old days, and this is
where the market competition comes
in that my friend who opposed the
managed care reform bill said, well
just let the market work. Well, in the
old days, you could. You could say, I
am sorry, I am not going to sign that
contract with you when you define
medical necessity that way. But today,
if they control 70 percent of the pa-
tients and they say take it or leave it,
one may be left not being able to pay
mortgage payments or pay for your
daughter’s education. That is tough.
That is a tough decision. It could break
your practice. It could mean you could
no longer practice in eastern Oregon,
for example.

So you say, well, what is the problem
with signing that contract that has
that clause in it?

Let me give an example, and then I
will yield back to the gentleman. As a
reconstructive surgeon I used to take
care of, and I still take care of overseas
kids that are born with this type of
birth defect, a cleft lip and palate.
Under that plan’s arbitrary definition
in their contract, they could say, we
are not going to authorize surgical cor-
rection of that huge hole in the roof of
this baby’s mouth; we are just going to
authorize you using a little piece of
plastic to shove up in there to close the
hole, it is called a plastic obturator.
They can do that according to the con-
tract. If I came back to them and I
said, that is egregiously wrong; that is
keeping this child from being able to
learn to speak properly. If I then went
to some of my medical colleagues and
I started to talk to them about that
HMO’s practices and we mentioned to
each other gee, we do not think that
we can support or sign up for an HMO
that does that kind of practice, my
friend from California, what would hap-
pen to us?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, you
would be sued for treble damages by
the insurance company that made the
offer to you.

Mr. GANSKE. And what effect would
that have on the ability of this child to
get this?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, if I
were the gentleman’s attorney, I would
advise the gentleman not to treat that
child, because he would run the risk
not only of financial damage, but he
also might run the risk of a conviction,
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and a conviction even of a mis-
demeanor is, in many States, sufficient
to disqualify one to practice medicine.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, let me
continue then about another type of
contract provision that HMOs force on
providers, and that is what is called
gag rules. That is where, for instance,
Aetna has said, providers shall not pro-
vide or threaten to provide inferior
care or imply to members that their
care or access to care will be inferior
due to source of payment.

In other words, there are some HMOs
that say, before you can tell a patient
all of their treatment options, you
must first get an okay from us. And if
you do not do that, we are going to
deselect you from our plan. If our plan
happens to cover 50 percent of your pa-
tients, tough luck.

The point is this: by using their mar-
ket share, they have a huge amount of
leverage on the individual practi-
tioners that can then significantly
interfere with the physician in his pro-
fessional duty of being the advocate for
the patient.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would yield, that example is
even worse than the first. One’s obliga-
tion as a physician to advise a patient
on what the patient’s best choice of
treatment should be seems to me para-
mount and ought to be untouchable.
Yet, what we have allowed to develop
in this country, through contract, not
through any Federal law, but through
contract and the force of power of the
HMO or the insurance company on the
other side of the contract, is that you
do not offer that advice. You are
gagged. You are subject to the gag
rule.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, what happens then? The
company uses its ability to gag you or
deny necessary care, and so you have a
baby born with that birth defect that
does not get the treatment that they
need.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GANSKE. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, it is
most galling that this situation per-
sists because the insurance company
has an antitrust exemption, and what
we are trying to do in the bill that we
will vote on tomorrow is to say that a
medical doctor ought to be treated no
worse than the insurance company on
the other side of the bargaining table.
What happened is remarkably fas-
cinating to the situation at hand.

Mr. Speaker, the Supreme Court said
that insurance was not subject to the
antitrust laws for about 50 years, and
then in the 1940s, they held that it did
apply. Do my colleagues know how
long it took before the insurance indus-
try got an exemption from insurance
from antitrust through this Congress?
It took less than 2 years. And so today,
we are left with insurance having an
antitrust exemption to the extent that
it is regulated by State law, the busi-

ness of insurance is exempt from anti-
trust.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, let me
get this straight, reclaiming my time.
So while the insurance industry is crit-
ical of the bill, they, at the same time,
have an antitrust exemption. Is that
right?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is quite right. In fact, they
ought to consider emulation is the
highest form of flattery. They came to
Congress and got an exemption from
antitrust for their industry and they
begrudge those who they say are ex-
ploiting on the other side of the bar-
gaining table.

Mr. Speaker, I go back to the exam-
ple of take it or leave it. Take it or
leave it was something that employers
used to say to employees too, and the
employees said, I am not taking it. I
am joining the union. In 1914, the Clay-
ton Act was passed that created an ex-
emption from antitrust for labor
unions for exactly the same reason,
that it was not fair for the powerful
employer in a particular area to say,
take it or leave it. Even worse is the
insurance company, because the em-
ployer would have market power just
by reason of being large; the insurance
company has market power in some in-
stances because of the antitrust exemp-
tion. So in the case of labor, if a doctor
is a member of a labor union, the doc-
tor can say, no, I am not taking it or
leaving it, and neither is my brother
and neither is my sister.

What we are trying to do in this bill
is not force every doctor to join a labor
union. Indeed, this bill is quite ex-
plicit. It does not touch the question of
a doctor being in a labor union; it ex-
plicitly says the bill gives no right to
any doctor to strike, but it says one
very important thing, that the doctor
or the medical professional shall be al-
lowed the same degree as though they
were in a labor union an exemption
from the antitrust laws solely in the
context of bargaining, just getting the
terms of that contract so that one can
treat that child with a cleft palate, so
that one can communicate with one’s
patient and tell her or him all of the
options available.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, practically speaking,
what has happened is this: we have
seen a number of HMO abuses around
the country. Eighty percent of the pub-
lic thinks that Congress should do
something to fix this problem. Almost
everybody knows a friend or a family
member or a fellow worker, an em-
ployee who has not been treated fairly
and gotten the type of treatment that
they need. There are two approaches to
fixing this.

The first approach is a regulatory ap-
proach.

b 1930

When Congress took away from the
States for employer plans the ability
to oversee the quality of those health
plans, those insurance plans through

the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act, it basically left a vacuum.
It did not fill in that traditional State
oversight by a State insurance com-
missioner, and so people, most of the
people in this country who are working
get their insurance from their em-
ployer. Most of them are surprised to
know that if their State legislature has
passed some type of patient protection,
it probably does not even apply to
them.

So what we did back in October was,
we started to fill in the gaps in terms
of patients being treated with due proc-
ess, the regulatory gap at the Federal
level. But we had a lot of comment on
that. People said, well, you know,
maybe we just ought to let the market
work better.

Well, what we are talking about to-
night is that because of market con-
centration where we now essentially
have six large HMOs in the country,
the free market is not working right. I
mean, the gentleman could probably
give me analogies better to what it was
like for a farmer having to deal with a
railroad monopoly.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GANSKE. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman makes an excellent point,
because this is another example, it is
called the Capper-Volstead Act, and
the farmers of the United States have
an antitrust exemption. And the reason
was that Congress was scared, worried,
troubled that the great purchasers, the
railroad cooperative or the purchaser, I
hesitate to use a company name, but
let me say in the past what you might
have called Cargill or Archer Daniels &
Midland, I am not in the slightest al-
leging that they are engaged in exploit-
ative practices now or that they ever
were specifically, but use them as an
example, a large purchaser might be
able to tell the farmer, hey, we are not
buying your crop, go put it back in the
ground.

Mr. GANSKE. Reclaiming my time, I
believe there have also been some anti-
trust exemptions for fisherman.

Mr. CAMPBELL. For the same rea-
son, the Fisherman’s Cooperative Anti-
trust Exemption Act, because once you
catch the fish, you cannot put them
back in the ocean and hope to collect
them again. And what is common,
whether we are speaking about the
labor union or the farmer or the fisher-
man, is that there is unequal bar-
gaining power, because the other pur-
chaser, the other side of the contract,
the purchaser is able to say take it or
leave it.

What has been done with Congress in
every instance that we have been
through here, that we have been ex-
plaining, it is fair for the other side to
present a united front, whether it is
the employee facing the employer in
the company town, whether it is the
single purchaser of the fish or the large
purchaser of the grain, and what is pro-
posed in this bill is to do, even, more
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importantly, for an industry that faces
an insurer, which as the gentleman has
so wisely observed is increasingly con-
centrated market power in some par-
ticular geographic markets. I know the
gentleman can give examples that are
in the 90 and 95 percent range, but also
with an antitrust exemption.

Let me say this is completely in
keeping with the other antitrust ex-
emptions that we have created in the
context of unequal bargaining power.
But it is more narrow than virtually
any of them, because it only will ex-
tend to the process of bargaining. It
does not, for example in insurance, say
the business of insurance is hereby ex-
empt to the extent it is regulated by
State law. That is a huge exemption.

This bill will only exempt in the con-
text of negotiating the medical profes-
sional who joins with another medical
professional to tell the HMO we speak
as one.

Mr. GANSKE. Reclaiming my time,
let us go back to this for a minute. Let
us say you have a family practitioner
out in a small rural town and he knows
of some examples where this HMO has
not treated his patients fairly; and he
says, you know, I think also possibly
through specific contract provisions as
they relate to his relationship with the
HMO, that, for instance, might gag him
from telling the patients about their
illnesses, if he says to that large in-
surer, you know, I think you ought to
change that, but 80 percent or 50 per-
cent of his patients are in that, do you
think that that large insurer is going
to bargain with them, is going to
change their contract with him? No.
They are going to say, as the gen-
tleman said, take it or leave it.

Mr. CAMPBELL. They will go next
door.

Mr. GANSKE. They will go next door,
and so what we are looking at is an
ability, and I think this is crucial, the
gentleman has it in your bill, and we
have to repeat this, the gentleman has
in his bill a prohibition on strikes.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Absolutely.
Mr. GANSKE. Let us repeat that.
Mr. CAMPBELL. There is a clear

statement in the bill that there is no
right to strike conferred by this bill.

Mr. GANSKE. So that nobody tomor-
row when we debate this can say that
doctors, if we pass this bill, the Camp-
bell bill will allow physicians to go on
strike; is that right?

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is right, no
one can say that truthfully tomorrow.

Mr. GANSKE. That is a good point.
Now, what we are talking about then is
for a group of physicians, for instance,
that have seen abuses by that HMO to
be able to get together, possibly to hire
somebody to negotiate for them to go
to that HMO and correct some of the
abuses that they are seeing, and, say,
look, as a group now, they have more
equality in terms of this bargaining po-
sition. We want you to treat patients
more fairly when, for instance, they go
to the emergency room.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Great example. I
say to the gentleman, ought there not

be some understanding that the HMO
will cover the costs in the emergency
room closest to the accident? Ought
this not be a minimum sort of situa-
tion, and if a doctor insists on that and
says I am sorry, we are not going to
put that in your contract, take it or
leave it, who cares more for the pa-
tient, the doctor who is the trained
professional committed to a code of
conduct regulated sternly by the State
and by her or his own colleagues in car-
ing for the patient, or the HMO. And I
am not saying that they are all bad; I
am not saying that they are most bad.
But I am saying that they are dif-
ferently motivated.

Mr. GANSKE. Reclaiming my time,
what we are dealing with is a situation,
for instance, where it may not be a
matter that is specifically in the con-
tract that the physician has, but he
knows that there are provisions in the
contract that an employee might have
that are preventing the patient from
getting the needed care in an emer-
gency.

I will give my colleagues one exam-
ple here. We have a little boy here who
is 6 months old. One night about 3:00 in
the morning, he had a temperature of
about 104, 105. The mother and father
lived south of Atlanta, Georgia. His
mother gets on the 1–800 HMO number
line, talks to somebody a thousand
miles away, says my baby Jimmy has a
temperature. He is really sick. He
needs to go to the emergency room.

The HMO reviewer, who has never ex-
amined the child, says, well, I guess I
could authorize you to go to an emer-
gency room, but the only emergency
room we are going to authorize is one
that is 70 miles away, 70 miles away.
And if you go to any other one, then
you can pay for it yourself. So Mom
and Dad wrap up little Jimmy. They
get in the car; they start their drive. 20
miles or 30 miles into the drive, they
pass three emergency rooms that they
should have been able to stop at, be-
cause Jimmy was really sick; but they
were not health professionals, they did
not know how sick he was.

Before they got to the designated
hospital, he has a cardiac arrest. Imag-
ine, Dad’s driving this little baby fran-
tically, mother is trying to keep him
alive. He is not breathing any more.
His heart is not going. They finally
screech into an emergency room. Moth-
er leaps out of the car, screaming save
my baby, save my baby. A nurse comes
running out of the emergency room,
gives him mouth to mouth resuscita-
tion.

They start an IV. They start medi-
cines and somehow they get him back
to life, but they were not able to save
all of this little baby, because he ended
up with gangrene in both hands and
both feet as a consequence of that
HMO’s decision. He ends up having to
have both hands and both feet ampu-
tated.

Now, the point of the gentleman’s
bill I say to the gentleman is this. Let
us say I am the family doctor, and I

find out that this HMO has treated my
patient this way, and I hear from some
other fellow physicians that they have
done the same thing; and we say, you
know, we are not incorporated to-
gether. We are not salaried physicians.
We are just individual physicians out
there, but we know there is a problem
with this HMO, the way they are treat-
ing babies like this.

We say to the HMO, unless you
change your emergency room policy,
we are not going to sign up with you.
Under current law, that group of doc-
tors advocating on behalf of their pa-
tient could be sued under antitrust. Is
that not right?

Mr. CAMPBELL. It is absolutely
right. I say to the gentleman, they
could be sued by the Federal Trade
Commission. They could be sued by the
Department of Justice. They could also
be sued by the HMO, which would cal-
culate for the year, let us say, how
much additional costs the HMO had to
pay out over what the contract would
have been if they had only access to
the emergency room 70 miles away, and
multiply that additional cost by three,
it is trouble damages in antitrust, plus
the HMO would get its attorneys fees,
because prevailing plaintiffs, not pre-
vailing defendants, only prevailing
plaintiffs get their attorneys fees in
antitrust.

Mr. GANSKE. Let us deal with some
of the myths about the Campbell bill.
Some people say that this would allow
price fixing. I wonder if the gentleman
would like to address that issue.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Well, indeed, when
we are speaking about doctors pre-
senting a united front, it is going to
impact the compensation that they
get. It just has to. If you are a family
physician and you are being forced to
accept a per-patient capitated rate,
that means you see 20 patients per
hour, you are not the same family phy-
sician that you wanted to be when you
graduated from medical school. And in
most instances, you are not really ade-
quately providing health care.

It is impossible, impossible to divide
the question of compensation from the
question of care. That, however, leaves
us open to criticism by the unfair, to
create traps for those who would use
the trap. It is unavoidable if you are
going to get better care that you are
going to have to have some payment
for the better care. You cannot repeal
the law of economics any more than
you can repeal the law of physics.

Mr. GANSKE. What the gentleman is
saying is that some may try to narrow
the law to only deal with nonfiduciary
matters, but I believe what the gen-
tleman is saying is that an HMO can
set a fee so low as to effectively deny
the treatment.

Mr. CAMPBELL. The gentleman is
absolutely right. And we anticipate an
amendment to this extent being offered
tomorrow. And on its first blush, it
will sound good. It will say none of this
antitrust immunity shall extend to the
question of compensation. It is, how-
ever, a gutting amendment, a killer
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amendment. What it would do is leave
virtually nothing, because virtually
nothing that we speak about here to-
night is unrelated to the question of
compensation. So that is a very impor-
tant point to make clear.

Mr. GANSKE. I go overseas and I do
cleft lip and palate operations in Third
World countries where the families
cannot afford it. But I will tell you
what, people are spending an awful lot
of money in this country for their
health insurance. It ought to mean
something when they actually get sick
and need it, for instance, a child. And
it ought to be covered at a level that
would not preclude a person from get-
ting it.

But I want to go back to one thing,
and that is that under the gentleman’s
bill, price fixing or fee setting by phy-
sicians is still illegal, and that is be-
cause what we are talking about is a
group of physicians being able to nego-
tiate with an HMO, but we are not
talking about that group of physicians
being able to set fees across the board.
Is that not correct?

Mr. CAMPBELL. The gentleman is
absolutely right. The extent of the im-
munity is in the context of bargaining.
And even today, I heard a related
myth, that this will be a wholesale
antitrust exemption and would allow
doctors to join in a boycott, a boycott
of a particular pharmaceutical com-
pany, Merck was mentioned because it
was in the news, the argument about
price fixing, the argument that doctors
could get together and agree that no
nurse anesthetist would practice.

Those are all false. The exemption is
specific to the practice only of bar-
gaining; and to make it even more
clear, we added an amendment that
even in the context of bargaining it
shall not be permitted as an exemption
from the antitrust laws to agree to ex-
clude any other professional from their
scope of conduct, and we have our col-
league from the other side of aisle, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER), to thank for working out that
amendment. The Nadler amendment is
part of this bill. So price fixing at the
patient level, not permitted. Exclusion
of other professionals, not permitted.
Barring the doctor’s right to choose a
pharmaceutical of his or her choice,
not permitted. And, yet, I suspect in
fear, we will hear about those tomor-
row.

Indeed, with my colleagues’ indul-
gence, let me say that I woke to a fas-
cinating circumstance yesterday. I
heard my name mentioned in an ad on
the local radio station in Washington
D.C. And I had no idea I was so evil,
but the Campbell bill was being de-
scribed as OPEC for doctors, and this is
actually the first thing I heard after
waking up. The Campbell bill is OPEC
for doctors; call your Congressman and
oppose the Campbell bill.

b 1945

Well, being Campbell, this did get me
out of bed very quickly.

My own view, is that, as I described,
OPEC is the scariest cartel because
Americans know about price-fixing by
petroleum companies. This bill is re-
stricted to the bargaining context. And
I am grateful, I suppose, that people
are mentioning my name, and hope-
fully they will spell it right, but I am
not running for office in the District of
Columbia.

Mr. GANSKE. Reclaiming my time, I
have to laugh that they are calling this
bill a doctors cartel, because when we
look at the oil cartel, we have 11 OPEC
countries controlling the cost and ac-
cess of 40 percent of the world’s oil.
What we have in this country is we
have a managed care cartel where
seven giant insurers and the Blues con-
trol costs and access of over 50 percent
of the U.S. health care market. OPEC
nations utilize their oil production
policies to control the market, the
price and the profit of oil. And that is
exactly what the managed care cartel
does.

But I think we should also go onto
this issue of, well, is the Campbell bill
just going to mean that physicians are
going to become unionized. I find this
the most amazing misunderstanding of
the gentleman’s bill, because the gen-
tleman’s bill, H.R. 1304, would allow
physicians and other health care pro-
fessionals to negotiate with insurers
without forming a union.

Let me tell my colleagues on the Re-
publican side of the aisle that if they
want to see physicians become a union,
then they should vote against the
Campbell bill. Because if we take those
physicians out there in those small
communities where they are just
squished in any type of consumer care
problems with the HMOs, and the only
recourse they have is to join a health
group and become salaried physician,
then in that circumstance, under the
current law, then they can form a
union.

If we do not pass the Campbell bill, I
will make a prediction. I will predict
that we will see an acceleration of phy-
sicians into unions. The Campbell bill
is a preventive piece of medicine in
terms of physicians becoming union-
ized.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am pleased that
the gentleman made it very clear, par-
ticularly for our colleagues on the Re-
publican side. I want to add a word for
our colleagues on the Democratic side,
however, as well.

I have been very pleased with the
support that we have had from several
unions who have said, even though this
undercuts the attractiveness of a
union, we recognize and we are happy
to see the benefit of collective bar-
gaining. And we have actually had sup-
port from the American Federation of
State, County, Municipal Employees
Union for that concept. So to make it
clear, it actually provides some of the
benefits of being in a union and, hence,
makes it less attractive to be in a
union.

Nevertheless, it is my delight to re-
port that it is supported by over 100

Democrats as well as just under 100 Re-
publicans. We have about 90 Republican
cosponsors and about 120 Democrats.

May I say one extra thing, too, at
this moment, because it is important.
The American Medical Association is
supporting the bill. So also is the Na-
tional Medical Association. And let me
just take a moment on that. The Na-
tional Medical Association was orga-
nized as an alternative for medical doc-
tors of the African American race.
That was its origin. And there are
parts of our history in this area, as in
so many others, where there was the
practice of discrimination. It has been
a source of great pride and support to
me that the medical association most
connected with increasing the promi-
nence and opportunity for African
Americans in our country has endorsed
this bill.

Their president has testified in favor
of this bill; and he believes, and has
said in testimony, that this will yield
increased quality of service in those
communities that may not get the
maximum attention. So on the ques-
tion of, let me say the traditional
issues of importance to all of us, but
sometimes more identified on the
Democratic side, we are proud of the
support that we have.

Would the gentleman indulge me one
second.

Mr. GANSKE. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would address the issue, be-
cause I am sure we will hear about this
tomorrow, the issue of the cost of the
gentleman’s bill. I know there was an
initial Congressional Budget Office
analysis of the bill which was incorrect
in several of their assumptions, and I
will bet the gentleman can fill me in
on the details of that.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Well, indeed. What
reminds me of this was the radio adver-
tisement that I referred to. The adver-
tisement now running in Washington,
D.C., says that one estimate says that
this will increase cost 15 percent. No,
that is not correct.

The Congressional Budget Office as-
sessment is that the ultimate effect to
the patient will be six-tenth’s of 1 per-
cent. Six-tenth’s of 1 percent. Now, I
have good reason to believe that is
wrong because they do not measure
quality. And if quality is improving,
which it surely will under this bill, any
measurement of cost-per-unit quality
will likely drop.

But let me explain how 15 percent
came to be. The Congressional Budget
Office said, well, we have to make some
assumption as to what the initial in-
crease in compensation to the doctors
will be. Let us just assume that the
studies of industrial unions, which
show that members of industrial
unions make roughly 15 percent more
than individuals in that same calling
who are not members of industrial
unions, let us assume 15 percent.

Mr. Speaker, it was done on no more
basis than that. But it started there,
and then it came down to six-tenth’s of
1 percent after figuring the following.
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Even assuming that 15 percent increase
goes to the medical professional, the
next step is the HMO. And the HMO is
going to take a hit to its profit. I do
not deny that, and I do not apologize
for it. And as it does, that eats up some
of the proposed increase in cost. Then
the HMO has a certain amount it
passes along to the employer, and the
employer takes a certain amount of
that in her or his profit. And then the
employer passes along a certain
amount of it to the employee. And by
the time it gets down to the employee,
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mate was six-tenth’s of 1 percent.

Mr. GANSKE. Okay. So they origi-
nally said that the cost was going to be
how much?

Mr. CAMPBELL. They said that the
reimbursement to the physician was 15
percent. But their original estimate of
the cost was 2 percent, and I pointed
out a couple of errors in their analysis.

Mr. GANSKE. And now the CBO is
saying that the cost would be six-
tenths of 1 percent.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Six-tenths of 1 per-
cent.

Mr. GANSKE. Six-tenths of 1 per-
cent. And I would point out that that is
probably an accurate figure. I think
that there would be a very small in-
crease. And the reason why there
would be a very small increase is be-
cause, quite frankly, when groups of
physicians get together to negotiate
with those HMOs, especially con-
cerning those consumer practices that
affect whether a patient can get the
type of treatment that they need, let
us say on the medical-necessity issue,
then I think there would be a little bit
of an increase in cost because, quite
frankly, I think a lot of HMOs have
been denying appropriate care, and
that care is going to cost a little bit
more.

But the fact of the matter is that we
can, if we treat people appropriately
and fairly, and they get the type of
treatment that they need at an appro-
priate time, then, in the long run, I
think we can prevent not just addi-
tional expenses to the medical system,
but we can also prevent disasters like
happened to this little boy when he
lost his hands and feet. And how do we
calculate what his hands and feet are
going to be worth to him the rest of his
life?

Mr. CAMPBELL. There is one other
aspect, if the gentleman will yield, on
the question of cost. But I cannot leave
the gentleman’s previous example
without saying he is absolutely right.
And for those whose only focus is cost,
they will forever be subject to the pred-
atory activities of those who offer a
quality that is diminished.

But the other aspect of the cost esti-
mate is the CBO, in coming to the six-
tenths of 1 percent, did not include the
following consideration: that as deal-
ing with HMOs becomes a little bit
fairer and a little bit more enjoyable
and a little bit more professional for
the medical doctor, we will see doctors

staying in HMOs who otherwise would
have left them.

It is true that the HMO is a lower
cost effect delivery than fee-for-service
has been. And so as we have more doc-
tors going into HMOs because it is a
more hospitable environment, we will
actually have a depressing effect on
cost. That I pointed out, but the CBO
did not include in its estimate.

So I think we can safely conclude
two things: one, that the cost increase
to the patient is going to be very, very
small. And I will accept the six-tenths
of 1 percent, as does the gentleman.
But, secondly, that estimate has not
considered quality. And there are many
points where we simply cannot meas-
ure quality in dollars and cents. But
taking the most conservative assess-
ments, the quality increase is worth it.

Mr. GANSKE. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would care to comment on the
opposition of the Federal Trade Com-
mission and the Department of Justice.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I had the honor to
be director of the Bureau of Competi-
tion, Federal Trade Commission, dur-
ing the administration of President
Ronald Reagan. As a result, I am an
FTC graduate. I used to bring antitrust
lawsuits on behalf of the Federal Trade
Commission. And the Federal Trade
Commission, to my knowledge, has op-
posed every exemption from the anti-
trust laws ever proposed. I do not run
the risk of being corrected on that.

I remember testifying before Con-
gress, when I was the director of the
Bureau of Competition, for a limita-
tion on the antitrust exemption for
ocean shipping. In each case, the FTC
and the Department of Justice do ex-
actly what we would expect of them,
and I do not fault them at all.

Mr. GANSKE. They are protecting
their turf.

Mr. CAMPBELL. That might be a
doctor’s assessment of a lawyer. A law-
yer might say defending his jurisdic-
tion. Protecting his turf sounds like
the same thing.

Mr. GANSKE. I wonder if the gen-
tleman would care to comment on the
fact that the Department of Justice did
not challenge a single health care
merger in the last decade of all these
HMOs, while the 18 largest health plans
merged into just six, at least not until
one of the health groups pushed the
DOJ to look at the issue, and then I
think they went ahead and granted the
merger anyway. Would the gentleman
care to comment on that?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Indeed, I was in
charge of the aspects of merger anal-
ysis that was applied by the Federal
Trade Commission. And, roughly
speaking, and this is ballpark but it is
about right, up until 40, 50 percent
market share is achieved in a merger,
the FTC and the Department of Justice
will permit the merger.

It is actually more complex than
that. It is done under an index called
the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index. But
the FTC and Justice will oftentimes
make an analysis of will there be po-

tential competition. Will another hos-
pital enter if the existing merged enti-
ty extracts a higher price. And in so
doing, the patients might suffer for a
year or two until that new entrant hap-
pens. The analysis, in other words, al-
lows a substantial accumulation of
market share.

I find myself admiring the analysis
that involves economics at the Federal
Trade Commission and not admiring
the outcomes that, at least in this in-
stance, allowed the accumulation of
market power. The theories might have
been right; but the practice, as we have
seen, did not result in consumer ben-
efit.

Mr. GANSKE. Now, some people say
that H.R. 1304 will come under the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act. Is there
anything in the gentleman’s bill that
has to do with the National Labor Re-
lations Act?

Mr. CAMPBELL. Only the one sen-
tence in the bill that it does not come
under the National Labor Relations
Act. I explicitly put into the bill a
statement that nothing in this bill
shall alter in the slightest the applica-
tion of the National Labor Relations
Act or extend to areas which pre-
viously it did not extend to. Absolutely
false. Not a change.

And I will put to the gentleman
something he and all of us in the House
know. If there were any such implica-
tion, the bill would have been referred
to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce, which is jealous of its
jurisdiction, and it was not. It was
kept in Judiciary, dealing strictly with
antitrust.

Mr. GANSKE. Now, the gentleman
has wide bipartisan support of this bill.
How many cosponsors does the gen-
tleman have for this bill?

Mr. CAMPBELL. I am proud to say
we have 220 cosponsors. And as every-
one here knows, 218 is a majority of the
House. Of those 220, as I said, just
under 100 are Republicans and the rest,
slightly more, are Democrats.

Mr. GANSKE. So it would be the gen-
tleman’s contention that since Con-
gress is indicating now that they think
that there is a problem, our leadership
does too, that there is a problem with
HMO abuses, that for those who think,
well, let the market do its will, the
market has to be able to do its will.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Right. And we can-
not have an antitrust exemption on
one side and individuals unable even to
call each other on the other. And mar-
ket power with fewer and fewer HMOs
on one side, and a doctor who cannot
even express her or his revulsion
against a gag order to her or his col-
league, is not the market.

I suppose if one were a real free mar-
ket Ricardo economist, they might
say, let us go back to the state of na-
ture. Let us get rid of the antitrust ex-
emption for insurance. Incidently, I ac-
tually offered that once, and it got one
vote in the Committee on the Judici-
ary in 1989.
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Mr. GANSKE. I know that I have
many friends who will say, well, you
know, maybe we do not need to deal
with this issue right now because, after
all, the Managed Care Reform Act of
1999 that passed the House is now in
conference with the Senate and maybe
we just ought to wait and see what
happens on that conference.

My personal opinion on this is I
think we probably need both. I think
we need to see some regulatory over-
sight in the vacuum that was created
by ERISA. I think we would probably
need less of that if the Campbell bill
passed. I do not see them as exclusive
of each other.

Furthermore, I would say this: The
managed care industry is very creative.
We have no way of knowing how they
will change their contracts, how they
will change their business practices,
and what kind of quality issues will
arise out of that in the next few years.
And that is why I would say H.R. 1304
would address this issue because it
would enable the health care providers
who are having to deal with this, who
are having to stand up and advocate for
their patients at that time to be able
to band together and advocate for
those patients as new permeations
arise within the industry.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the point of the gentleman. As
I said at the start, I admire his com-
passion, his knowledge, his medical as
well as congressional experience.

I took a slightly different view, as
the gentleman knows on the Patients’
Bill of Rights. So it is fascinating, here
we are with two different positions on
the Patients’ Bill of Rights.

Mr. GANSKE. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I am
supporting the gentleman on his bill. I
wish he would have supported me on
mine, but he did not. But I understand
the commitment of the gentleman
when I asked him to support the bill he
said I want to approach this from a dif-
ferent aspect, I want to try to make
that market work, but in order for a
market to work, you have to have fair-
ness in terms of the bargaining posi-
tions of the participants.

Mr. CAMPBELL. That is exactly
right. And I do have ultimate trust
that market solutions are better than
Government-imposed solutions. And so,
if we pass H.R. 1304 tomorrow and the
other body passes it and the President
signs it into law, we will have the op-
portunity to let that private ordering
between the insurer and doctor prevail.

My hesitation was the Federal Gov-
ernment seldom gets it right, and hav-
ing Government put in terms of con-
tracts certainly is offered as an alter-
native but it is an alternative I would
go to as the last one rather than the
first.

Might I ask my colleague to yield on
one last point, which is the amendment
that will be offered by our friend the
gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS)?

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. Speaker, first
of all, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) is a colleague of mine. We en-
tered Congress the same year. So I
have high regard for him, but I also
have a friendship for him.

The amendment he offers tomorrow,
however, is a killing amendment. I just
want to draw attention to this. It says
that all of this may be well and good,
however, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion shall have the authority to vitiate
any contract reached after such proc-
ess if in the Federal Trade Commis-
sion’s opinion that contract does not
enhance patient welfare.

If my colleague sees my point, it is
directly against the principle I just an-
nounced. Here is a Federal Government
agency, which does not want this bill,
which has been hostile to the concept
that medicine should be a perceived as
a profession rather than the subject of
antitrust to be given the power to viti-
ate any contract upon its own deter-
mination that the particular contract,
and here the judgment is not an eco-
nomic one but a social one, does not
enhance patient welfare.

It is a killer amendment. In fact, it
goes much farther than an amendment
which was offered by our friend from
Indiana in the committee, which said
they have got to get approval from the
FTC first. The theory there was let the
FTC sign on or not and give them the
yes or no in any particular case.

Well, once again, we know pretty
much what the FTC did. Here is the
power to vitiate any contract the FTC
chooses to decide that it does not ben-
efit health care in its own essentially
unreviewable discretion.

So I say to my colleagues who might
be listening or to their constituents
who might wish to advise them, if they
feel this bill is not good, of course vote
against it, but it would be dis-
appointing to vote in favor of the
amendment being offered by our friend
from Florida (Mr. STEARNS) thinking it
is improving the bill when in reality it
is killing the bill. Vote up or down on
the merits. Do not kill by subtle
amendment.

Mr. GANSKE. Let me just go back to
the nitty-gritty of the bill, and that is
that physicians cannot sue under this
bill.

The most recent cost estimates by
the Congressional Budget Office are
six-tenths of one percent. What we are
talking about is a group of physicians
who do not join a labor union but are
concerned about HMO practices who
want to get together and tell that
HMO, you know, the contract that you
are giving those employees for that
company where it says ‘‘medical neces-
sity’’ means the shortest, least expen-
sive, or least intense level of care is
just not right and, together as a group,
we will not sign onto a health plan
where you are treating one of your sub-
scribers in that way or, for instance,
when you have provisions in your con-
tract that says first we have to phone
you before we can even tell a patient
about their treatment options.

I mean, this affects real-life people
and the ability of a physician to be an
advocate for your patient.

This is a lady who was profiled in
Time Magazine. She had received a rec-
ommendation for treatment. She lived
in California, the home State of my
colleague. She had received a rec-
ommendation for treatment from her
HMO. The HMO referred her to a med-
ical center, which I will not name, and
then put undue pressure on that med-
ical center to deny her the treatment
and not tell her all of her treatment
options.

She died because of that practice.
This little girl and that little boy and
her husband now no longer have a
mother or a wife because of that. But
we have a situation now where if a
group of physicians or nurses or phar-
macists or other health care providers,
professionals, wanted to get together
to try to effect changes and to nego-
tiate with an HMO to stop those kinds
of practices, unless they were salaried,
then they could be brought to court for
an antitrust violation.

I just find that that is terribly, ter-
ribly wrong. And I know that this hap-
pens. I know from practice that physi-
cians are very, very careful about shar-
ing information of misadventures of
other HMOs for exactly this reason. Be-
cause if they get together and start
talking about it sort of as a group,
even if it is done on an individual basis,
they decide, I am not going to renew
that contract, then they could get hit
with a big antitrust.

But the fact of the matter is that
now they are not even given that
choice in many examples anymore be-
cause of the concentration in the in-
dustry, it may very well mean that
they have just lost half of their pa-
tients without being able to effect any
negotiations with any reasonable
chance of success on that; and that
may mean, in effect, that they can no
longer practice in that community.

Mr. CAMPBELL. I have just received
a signal that we have only 2 minutes
left. So I simply want to say in about
10 seconds that the whole purpose be-
hind H.R. 1304 is to allow medical pro-
fessionals to practice their profession
so that they can help their patients
and that what has happened is that de-
cision has in large part been taken
away from them and that is what we
wish to correct.

I thank the gentleman for sharing his
hour with me.

Mr. GANSKE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate very much the gentleman from
California (Mr. CAMPBELL) joining me
in this discussion on his bill, which will
reach the floor tomorrow morning at
about 9 o’clock. We will have a couple
hours of debate on it.

I will encourage all of our colleagues
who have cosponsored this legislation
to vote against any weakening amend-
ments and to vote for the bill, as my
colleagues have indicated they would
in cosponsoring this legislation.
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REVISIONS TO ALLOCATION FOR

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON APPRO-
PRIATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SOUDER). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
KASICH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KASICH. Mr. Speaker, in accordance
with section 218 of H. Con. Res. 290, I hereby
submit for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD adjustments to the 302(a) allocation
for the House Committee on Armed Services,
set forth in H. Rept. 106–577, to reflect $28
million in additional new budget authority and
outlays for fiscal year 2001 and $184 million in
new budget authority and outlays for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2001 through 2005.

Section 218 of H. Con. Res. 290 authorizes
the Chairman of the House Budget Committee
to increase the 302(a) allocation of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services of the House for
Department of Defense Authorization legisla-
tion by the amount of budget authority pro-
vided by that bill (and any resulting outlays)
for improvements to health care programs for
military retirees and their dependents. The
maximum adjustment is $50 million in fiscal
year 2001 and $400 million for the period of
fiscal years 2001 through 2005.

As reported to the House, H.R. 4205, the
Department of Defense Authorization Act of
2000, provides for various initiatives related to
the improvement in military health, $28 million
in budget authority (and in the resulting out-
lays) in fiscal year 2001 and $184 million in
budget authority (and in resulting outlays) for
the period of fiscal years 2001 through 2005.

These adjustments shall apply while the leg-
islation is under consideration and shall take
effect upon final enactment of the legislation.
Questions may be directed to Dan Kowalski or
Jim Bates at 6–7270.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 8 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 10 o’clock and
41 minutes p.m.
f

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2559,
AGRICULTURAL RISK PROTEC-
TION ACT OF 2000

Mr. COMBEST submitted the fol-
lowing conference report and state-
ment on the bill (H.R. 2559) to amend
the Federal Crop Insurance Act to
strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers by providing greater
access to more affordable risk manage-
ment tools and improved protection
from production and income loss, to
improve the efficiency and integrity of
the Federal crop insurance program,
and for other purposes.

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–639)
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2559), to amend the Federal Crop Insurance
Act to strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers by providing greater access
to more affordable risk management tools
and improved protection from production
and income loss, to improve the efficiency
and integrity of the Federal crop insurance
program, and for other purposes, having met,
after full and free conference, have agreed to
recommend and do recommend to their re-
spective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Agricultural Risk Protection Act of 2000’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows:

TITLE I—CROP INSURANCE COVERAGE
Subtitle A—Crop Insurance Coverage

Sec. 101. Premium schedule for additional cov-
erage.

Sec. 102. Premium schedule for other plans of
insurance.

Sec. 103. Catastrophic risk protection.
Sec. 104. Administrative fee for additional cov-

erage.
Sec. 105. Assigned yields and actual production

history adjustments.
Sec. 106. Review and adjustment in rating

methodologies.
Sec. 107. Quality adjustment.
Sec. 108. Double insurance and prevented

planting.
Sec. 109. Noninsured crop disaster assistance

program.

Subtitle B—Improving Program Integrity
Sec. 121. Improving program compliance and in-

tegrity.
Sec. 122. Protection of confidential information.
Sec. 123. Good farming practices.
Sec. 124. Records and reporting.

Subtitle C—Research and Pilot Programs
Sec. 131. Research and development.
Sec. 132. Pilot programs.
Sec. 133. Education and risk management as-

sistance.
Sec. 134. Options pilot program.

Subtitle D—Administration
Sec. 141. Relation to other laws.
Sec. 142. Management of Corporation.
Sec. 143. Contracting for rating of plans of in-

surance.
Sec. 144. Electronic availability of crop insur-

ance information.
Sec. 145. Adequate coverage for States.
Sec. 146. Submission of policies and materials to

Board.
Sec. 147. Funding.
Sec. 148. Standard Reinsurance Agreement.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous
Sec. 161. Limitation on revenue coverage for po-

tatoes.
Sec. 162. Crop insurance coverage for cotton

and rice.
Sec. 163. Indemnity payments for certain pro-

ducers.
Sec. 164. Sense of Congress regarding the Fed-

eral crop insurance program.
Sec. 165. Sense of Congress on rural America,

including minority and limited-re-
source farmers.

Subtitle F—Effective Dates and
Implementation

Sec. 171. Effective dates.

Sec. 172. Regulations.
Sec. 173. Savings clause.

TITLE II—AGRICULTURAL ASSISTANCE
Subtitle A—Market Loss Assistance

Sec. 201. Market loss assistance.
Sec. 202. Oilseeds.
Sec. 203. Specialty crops.
Sec. 204. Other commodities.
Sec. 205. Payments in lieu of loan deficiency

payments.
Sec. 206. Expansion of producers eligible for

loan deficiency payments.
Subtitle B—Conservation

Sec. 211. Conservation assistance.
Sec. 212. Condition on development of Little

Darby National Wildlife Refuge,
Ohio.

Subtitle C—Research
Sec. 221. Carbon cycle research.
Sec. 222. Tobacco research for medicinal pur-

poses.
Sec. 223. Research on soil science and forest

health management.
Sec. 224. Research on waste streams from live-

stock production.
Sec. 225. Improved storage and management of

livestock and poultry waste.
Sec. 226. Ethanol research pilot plant.
Sec. 227. Bioinformatics Institute for Model

Plant Species.
Subtitle D—Agricultural Marketing

Sec. 231. Value-added agricultural product
market development grants.

Subtitle E—Nutrition Programs
Sec. 241. Calculation of minimum amount of

commodities for school lunch re-
quirements.

Sec. 242. School lunch data.
Sec. 243. Child and adult care food program in-

tegrity.
Sec. 244. Adjustments to WIC program.

Subtitle F—Other Programs
Sec. 251. Authority to provide loan in connec-

tion with boll weevil eradication.
Sec. 252. Animal disease control.
Sec. 253. Emergency loans for seed producers.
Sec. 254. Temporary suspension of authority to

combine certain offices.
Sec. 255. Farm operating loan eligibility.
Sec. 256. Water systems for rural and Native

villages in Alaska.
Sec. 257. Crop and pasture flood compensation

program.
Sec. 258. Flood mitigation near Pierre, South

Dakota.
Sec. 259. Restoration of eligibility for crop loss

assistance.
Subtitle G—Administration

Sec. 261. Funding.
Sec. 262. Obligation period.
Sec. 263. Regulations.
Sec. 264. Paygo adjustment.
Sec. 265. Commodity Credit Corporation reim-

bursement.
TITLE III—BIOMASS RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2000
Sec. 301. Short title.
Sec. 302. Findings.
Sec. 303. Definitions.
Sec. 304. Cooperation and coordination in bio-

mass research and development.
Sec. 305. Biomass Research and Development

Board.
Sec. 306. Biomass Research and Development

Technical Advisory Committee.
Sec. 307. Biomass Research And Development

Initiative.
Sec. 308. Administrative support and funds.
Sec. 309. Reports.
Sec. 310. Termination of authority.

TITLE IV—PLANT PROTECTION ACT
Sec. 401. Short title.
Sec. 402. Findings.
Sec. 403. Definitions.

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 09:46 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00113 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 6343 E:\CR\FM\K24MY7.213 pfrm01 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3764 May 24, 2000
Subtitle A—Plant Protection

Sec. 411. Regulation of movement of plant pests.
Sec. 412. Regulation of movement of plants,

plant products, biological control
organisms, noxious weeds, arti-
cles, and means of conveyance.

Sec. 413. Notification and holding requirements
upon arrival.

Sec. 414. General remedial measures for new
plant pests and noxious weeds.

Sec. 415. Declaration of extraordinary emer-
gency and resulting authorities.

Sec. 416. Recovery of compensation for unau-
thorized activities.

Sec. 417. Control of grasshoppers and mormon
crickets.

Sec. 418. Certification for exports.
Subtitle B—Inspection and Enforcement

Sec. 421. Inspections, seizures, and warrants.
Sec. 422. Collection of information.
Sec. 423. Subpoena authority.
Sec. 424. Penalties for violation.
Sec. 425. Enforcement actions of attorney gen-

eral.
Sec. 426. Court jurisdiction.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions
Sec. 431. Cooperation.
Sec. 432. Buildings, land, people, claims, and

agreements.
Sec. 433. Reimbursable agreements.
Sec. 434. Regulations and orders.
Sec. 435. Protection for mail handlers.
Sec. 436. Preemption.
Sec. 437. Severability.
Sec. 438. Repeal of superseded laws.
Subtitle D—Authorization of Appropriations

Sec. 441. Authorization of appropriations.
Sec. 442. Transfer authority.

TITLE V—INSPECTION ANIMALS
Sec. 501. Civil penalty.
Sec. 502. Subpoena authority.

TITLE I—CROP INSURANCE
Subtitle A—Crop Insurance Coverage

SEC. 101. PREMIUM SCHEDULE FOR ADDITIONAL
COVERAGE.

(a) EXPECTED MARKET PRICE.—Section 508(c)
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(c)) is amended by striking paragraph (5)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(5) EXPECTED MARKET PRICE.—
‘‘(A) ESTABLISHMENT OR APPROVAL.—For the

purposes of this title, the Corporation shall es-
tablish or approve the price level (referred to in
this title as the ‘expected market price’) of each
agricultural commodity for which insurance is
offered.

‘‘(B) GENERAL RULE.—Except as otherwise
provided in subparagraph (C), the expected mar-
ket price of an agricultural commodity shall be
not less than the projected market price of the
agricultural commodity, as determined by the
Corporation.

‘‘(C) OTHER AUTHORIZED APPROACHES.—The
expected market price of an agricultural
commodity—

‘‘(i) may be based on the actual market price
of the agricultural commodity at the time of
harvest, as determined by the Corporation;

‘‘(ii) in the case of revenue and other similar
plans of insurance, may be the actual market
price of the agricultural commodity, as deter-
mined by the Corporation;

‘‘(iii) in the case of cost of production or simi-
lar plans of insurance, shall be the projected
cost of producing the agricultural commodity, as
determined by the Corporation; or

‘‘(iv) in the case of other plans of insurance,
may be an appropriate amount, as determined
by the Corporation.’’.

(b) PREMIUM AMOUNTS.—Section 508(d) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(d)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara-
graphs (B) and (C) and inserting the following:

‘‘(B) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 50 percent of the recorded or

appraised average yield indemnified at not
greater than 100 percent of the expected market
price, or a comparable coverage for a policy or
plan of insurance that is not based on indi-
vidual yield, the amount of the premium shall—

‘‘(i) be sufficient to cover anticipated losses
and a reasonable reserve; and

‘‘(ii) include an amount for operating and ad-
ministrative expenses, as determined by the Cor-
poration, on an industry-wide basis as a per-
centage of the amount of the premium used to
define loss ratio.’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(3) PERFORMANCE-BASED DISCOUNT.—The

Corporation may provide a performance-based
premium discount for a producer of an agricul-
tural commodity who has good insurance or pro-
duction experience relative to other producers of
that agricultural commodity in the same area,
as determined by the Corporation.’’.

(c) PAYMENT SCHEDULE.—Section 508(e)(2) of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(e)(2)) is amended—

(1) in the matter preceding the subparagraphs,
by striking ‘‘The amount’’ and inserting ‘‘Sub-
ject to paragraph (4), the amount’’; and

(2) by striking subparagraphs (B) and (C) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(B) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 50 percent, but less than 55
percent, of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 67 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.

‘‘(C) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 55 percent, but less than 65
percent, of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 64 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.

‘‘(D) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 65 percent, but less than 75
percent, of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 59 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.

‘‘(E) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 75 percent, but less than 80
percent, of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 55 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.

‘‘(F) In the case of additional coverage equal
to or greater than 80 percent, but less than 85
percent, of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-

cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 48 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.

‘‘(G) Subject to subsection (c)(4), in the case of
additional coverage equal to or greater than 85
percent of the recorded or appraised average
yield indemnified at not greater than 100 per-
cent of the expected market price, or a com-
parable coverage for a policy or plan of insur-
ance that is not based on individual yield, the
amount shall be equal to the sum of—

‘‘(i) 38 percent of the amount of the premium
established under subsection (d)(2)(B)(i) for the
coverage level selected; and

‘‘(ii) the amount determined under subsection
(d)(2)(B)(ii) for the coverage level selected to
cover operating and administrative expenses.’’.

(d) TEMPORARY PROHIBITION ON CONTINUOUS
COVERAGE.—Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) is amended by
striking paragraph (4) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(4) TEMPORARY PROHIBITION ON CONTINUOUS
COVERAGE.—Notwithstanding paragraph (2),
during each of the 2001 through 2005 reinsur-
ance years, additional coverage under sub-
section (c) shall be available only in 5 percent
increments beginning at 50 percent of the re-
corded or appraised average yield.’’.

(e) PREMIUM PAYMENT DISCLOSURE.—Section
508(e) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1508(e)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(5) PREMIUM PAYMENT DISCLOSURE.—Each
policy or plan of insurance under this title shall
prominently indicate the dollar amount of the
portion of the premium paid by the Corpora-
tion.’’.

(f) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
508(g)(2)(D) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1508(g)(2)(D)) is amended by striking
‘‘(as provided in subsection (e)(4))’’.
SEC. 102. PREMIUM SCHEDULE FOR OTHER

PLANS OF INSURANCE.
(a) PREMIUM SCHEDULE.—Section 508(h) of the

Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by striking the second
sentence; and

(2) by striking paragraph (5) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(5) PREMIUM SCHEDULE.—
‘‘(A) PAYMENT BY CORPORATION.—In the case

of a policy or plan of insurance developed and
approved under this subsection or section 522, or
conducted under section 523 (other than a pol-
icy or plan of insurance applicable to livestock),
the Corporation shall pay a portion of the pre-
mium of the policy or plan of insurance that is
equal to—

‘‘(i) the percentage, specified in subsection (e)
for a similar level of coverage, of the total
amount of the premium used to define loss ratio;
and

‘‘(ii) an amount for administrative and oper-
ating expenses determined in accordance with
subsection (k)(4).

‘‘(B) TRANSITIONAL SCHEDULE.—Effective only
during the 2001 reinsurance year, in the case of
a policy or plan of insurance developed and ap-
proved under this subsection or section 522, or
conducted under section 523 (other than a pol-
icy or plan of insurance applicable to livestock),
and first approved by the Board after the date
of enactment of this subparagraph, the payment
by the Corporation of a portion of the premium
of the policy may not exceed the dollar amount
that would otherwise be authorized under sub-
section (e) (consistent with subsection (c)(5), as
in effect on the day before the date of enactment
of this subparagraph).’’.
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(b) REIMBURSEMENT RATE.—Section 508(k)(4)

of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(k)(4)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(C) OTHER REDUCTIONS.—Beginning with the
2002 reinsurance year, in the case of a policy or
plan of insurance approved by the Board that
was not reinsured during the 1998 reinsurance
year but, had it been reinsured, would have re-
ceived a reduced rate of reimbursement during
the 1998 reinsurance year, the rate of reimburse-
ment for administrative and operating costs es-
tablished for the policy or plan of insurance
shall take into account the factors used to deter-
mine the rate of reimbursement for administra-
tive and operating costs during the 1998 reinsur-
ance year, including the expected difference in
premium and actual administrative and oper-
ating costs of the policy or plan of insurance
relative to an individual yield policy or plan of
insurance and other appropriate factors, as de-
termined by the Corporation.’’.
SEC. 103. CATASTROPHIC RISK PROTECTION.

(a) ALTERNATIVE COVERAGE.—Section 508(b)
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(b)) is amended by striking paragraph (3)
and inserting the following:

‘‘(3) ALTERNATIVE CATASTROPHIC COVERAGE.—
Beginning with the 2001 crop year, the Corpora-
tion shall offer producers of an agricultural
commodity the option of selecting either of the
following:

‘‘(A) The catastrophic risk protection coverage
available under paragraph (2)(A).

‘‘(B) An alternative catastrophic risk protec-
tion coverage that—

‘‘(i) indemnifies the producer on an area yield
and loss basis if such a policy or plan of insur-
ance is offered for the agricultural commodity in
the county in which the farm is located;

‘‘(ii) provides, on a uniform national basis, a
higher combination of yield and price protection
than the coverage available under paragraph
(2)(A); and

‘‘(iii) the Corporation determines is com-
parable to the coverage available under para-
graph (2)(A) for purposes of subsection
(e)(2)(A).’’.

(b) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE.—
(1) REVISED FEE.—Section 508(b)(5) of the Fed-

eral Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(b)(5)) is
amended—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘$50’’
and inserting ‘‘$100’’;

(B) by striking subparagraph (B); and
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking

‘‘amounts required under subparagraphs (A)
and (B)’’ and inserting ‘‘administrative fee re-
quired by this paragraph’’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 748 of
the Agriculture, Rural Development, Food and
Drug Administration, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (as contained in section
101(a) of division A of Public Law 105–277; 7
U.S.C. 1508 note), is amended by striking ‘‘$50’’
and inserting ‘‘$100’’.

(c) PAYMENT OF ADMINISTRATIVE FEE ON BE-
HALF OF PRODUCERS.—Section 508(b)(5) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(b)(5)), as amended by subsection (b)(1)(B),
is amended by inserting after subparagraph (A)
the following:

‘‘(B) PAYMENT ON BEHALF OF PRODUCERS.—
‘‘(i) PAYMENT AUTHORIZED.—If State law per-

mits a licensing fee or other payment to be paid
by an insurance provider to a cooperative asso-
ciation or trade association and rebated to a
producer with catastrophic risk protection or
additional coverage, a cooperative association
or trade association located in that State may
pay, on behalf of a member of the association in
that State or a contiguous State who consents to
be insured under such an arrangement, all or a
portion of the administrative fee required by this
paragraph for catastrophic risk protection.

‘‘(ii) TREATMENT OF LICENSING FEES.—A li-
censing fee or other payment made by an insur-

ance provider to the cooperative association or
trade association in connection with the
issuance of catastrophic risk protection or addi-
tional coverage to members of the cooperative
association or trade association shall be subject
to the laws regarding rebates of the State in
which the fee or other payment is made.

‘‘(iii) SELECTION OF PROVIDER.—Nothing in
this subparagraph limits the option of a pro-
ducer to select the licensed insurance agent or
other approved insurance provider from whom
the producer will purchase a policy or plan of
insurance or to refuse coverage for which a pay-
ment is offered to be made under clause (i).

‘‘(iv) DELIVERY OF INSURANCE.—A policy or
plan of insurance for which a payment is made
under clause (i) shall be delivered by a licensed
insurance agent or other approved insurance
provider.

‘‘(v) ADDITIONAL COVERAGE ENCOURAGED.—A
cooperative association or trade association,
and any approved insurance provider with
whom a licensing fee or other arrangement
under this subparagraph is made, shall encour-
age producer members to purchase appropriate
levels of additional coverage in order to meet the
risk management needs of the member pro-
ducers.

‘‘(vi) REPORT.—Not later than April 1, 2002,
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate a report that evaluates—

‘‘(I) the operation of this subparagraph; and
‘‘(II) the impact of this subparagraph on par-

ticipation in the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram, including the impact on levels of coverage
purchased.’’.

(d) REIMBURSEMENT RATE CHANGE.—Section
508(b)(11) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1508(b)(11)) is amended by striking ‘‘11
percent’’ and inserting ‘‘8 percent’’.
SEC. 104. ADMINISTRATIVE FEE FOR ADDITIONAL

COVERAGE.
Section 508(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance

Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)) is amended by striking
paragraph (10) and inserting the following:

‘‘(10) ADMINISTRATIVE FEE.—
‘‘(A) FEE REQUIRED.—If a producer elects to

purchase coverage for a crop at a level in excess
of catastrophic risk protection, the producer
shall pay an administrative fee for the addi-
tional coverage of $30 per crop per county.

‘‘(B) USE OF FEES; WAIVER.—Subparagraphs
(D) and (E) of subsection (b)(5) shall apply with
respect to the collection and use of administra-
tive fees under this paragraph.’’.
SEC. 105. ASSIGNED YIELDS AND ACTUAL PRO-

DUCTION HISTORY ADJUSTMENTS.
(a) ASSIGNED YIELDS.—Section 508(g)(2)(B) of

the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(g)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘assigned a yield’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘assigned—

‘‘(i) a yield’’;
(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘; or’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) a yield determined by the Corporation, in

the case of—
‘‘(I) a producer that has not had a share of

the production of the insured crop for more than
2 crop years, as determined by the Secretary;

‘‘(II) a producer that produces an agricultural
commodity on land that has not been farmed by
the producer; or

‘‘(III) a producer that rotates a crop produced
on a farm to a crop that has not been produced
on the farm.’’.

(b) ACTUAL PRODUCTION HISTORY ADJUST-
MENTS.—Section 508(g) of the Federal Crop In-
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(g)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(4) ADJUSTMENT IN ACTUAL PRODUCTION HIS-
TORY TO ESTABLISH INSURABLE YIELDS.—

‘‘(A) APPLICATION.—This paragraph shall
apply whenever the Corporation uses the actual

production records of the producer to establish
the producer’s actual production history for an
agricultural commodity for any of the 2001 and
subsequent crop years.

‘‘(B) ELECTION TO USE PERCENTAGE OF TRANSI-
TIONAL YIELD.—If, for 1 or more of the crop
years used to establish the producer’s actual
production history of an agricultural com-
modity, the producer’s recorded or appraised
yield of the commodity was less than 60 percent
of the applicable transitional yield, as deter-
mined by the Corporation, the Corporation
shall, at the election of the producer—

‘‘(i) exclude any of such recorded or appraised
yield; and

‘‘(ii) replace each excluded yield with a yield
equal to 60 percent of the applicable transitional
yield.

‘‘(C) PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT.—In the case of a
producer that makes an election under subpara-
graph (B), the Corporation shall adjust the pre-
mium to reflect the risk associated with the ad-
justment made in the actual production history
of the producer.

‘‘(5) ADJUSTMENT TO REFLECT INCREASED
YIELDS FROM SUCCESSFUL PEST CONTROL EF-
FORTS.—

‘‘(A) SITUATIONS JUSTIFYING ADJUSTMENT.—
The Corporation shall develop a methodology
for adjusting the actual production history of a
producer when each of the following apply:

‘‘(i) The producer’s farm is located in an area
where systematic, area-wide efforts have been
undertaken using certain operations or meas-
ures, or the producer’s farm is a location at
which certain operations or measures have been
undertaken, to detect, eradicate, suppress, or
control, or at least to prevent or retard the
spread of, a plant disease or plant pest, includ-
ing a plant pest (as defined in section 102 of the
Department of Agriculture Organic Act of 1944
(7 U.S.C. 147a)).

‘‘(ii) The presence of the plant disease or
plant pest has been found to adversely affect
the yield of the agricultural commodity for
which the producer is applying for insurance.

‘‘(iii) The efforts described in clause (i) have
been effective.

‘‘(B) ADJUSTMENT AMOUNT.—The amount by
which the Corporation adjusts the actual pro-
duction history of a producer of an agricultural
commodity shall reflect the degree to which the
success of the systematic, area-wide efforts de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), on average, in-
creases the yield of the commodity on the pro-
ducer’s farm, as determined by the Corpora-
tion.’’.
SEC. 106. REVIEW AND ADJUSTMENT IN RATING

METHODOLOGIES.
Section 508(i) of the Federal Crop Insurance

Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(i)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘The Corporation’’ and insert-

ing the following:
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) REVIEW OF RATING METHODOLOGIES.—To

maximize participation in the Federal crop in-
surance program and to ensure equity for pro-
ducers, the Corporation shall periodically re-
view the methodologies employed for rating
plans of insurance under this title consistent
with section 507(c)(2).

‘‘(3) ANALYSIS OF RATING AND LOSS HISTORY.—
The Corporation shall analyze the rating and
loss history of approved policies and plans of in-
surance for agricultural commodities by area.

‘‘(4) PREMIUM ADJUSTMENT.—If the Corpora-
tion makes a determination that premium rates
are excessive for an agricultural commodity in
an area relative to the requirements of sub-
section (d)(2) for that area, then, for the 2002
crop year (and as necessary thereafter), the Cor-
poration shall make appropriate adjustments in
the premium rates for that area for that agricul-
tural commodity.’’.
SEC. 107. QUALITY ADJUSTMENT.

Section 508 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1508) is amended by striking subsection
(m) and inserting the following:
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‘‘(m) QUALITY LOSS ADJUSTMENT COVERAGE.—
‘‘(1) EFFECT OF COVERAGE.—If a policy or

plan of insurance offered under this title in-
cludes quality loss adjustment coverage, the cov-
erage shall provide for a reduction in the quan-
tity of production of the agricultural commodity
considered produced during a crop year, or a
similar adjustment, as a result of the agricul-
tural commodity not meeting the quality stand-
ards established in the policy or plan of insur-
ance.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL QUALITY LOSS ADJUSTMENT.—
‘‘(A) PRODUCER OPTION.—Notwithstanding

any other provision of law, in addition to the
quality loss adjustment coverage available
under paragraph (1), the Corporation shall offer
producers the option of purchasing quality loss
adjustment coverage on a basis that is smaller
than a unit with respect to an agricultural com-
modity that satisfies each of the following:

‘‘(i) The agricultural commodity is sold on an
identity-preserved basis.

‘‘(ii) All quality determinations are made sole-
ly by the Federal agency designated to grade or
classify the agricultural commodity.

‘‘(iii) All quality determinations are made in
accordance with standards published by the
Federal agency in the Federal Register.

‘‘(iv) The discount schedules that reflect the
reduction in quality of the agricultural com-
modity are established by the Secretary.

‘‘(B) BASIS FOR ADJUSTMENT.—Under this
paragraph, the Corporation shall set the quality
standards below which quality losses will be
paid based on the variability of the grade of the
agricultural commodity from the base quality for
the agricultural commodity.

‘‘(3) REVIEW OF CRITERIA AND PROCEDURES.—
The Corporation shall contract with a qualified
person to review the quality loss adjustment
procedures of the Corporation so that the proce-
dures more accurately reflect local quality dis-
counts that are applied to agricultural commod-
ities insured under this title. Based on the re-
view, the Corporation shall make adjustments in
the procedures, taking into consideration the
actuarial soundness of the adjustment and the
prevention of fraud, waste, and abuse.’’.
SEC. 108. DOUBLE INSURANCE AND PREVENTED

PLANTING.
The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501

et seq.) is amended by inserting after section 508
(7 U.S.C. 1508) the following:
‘‘SEC. 508A. DOUBLE INSURANCE AND PRE-

VENTED PLANTING.
‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:
‘‘(1) FIRST CROP.—The term ‘first crop’ means

the first crop of the first agricultural commodity
planted for harvest, or prevented from being
planted, on specific acreage during a crop year
and insured under this title.

‘‘(2) SECOND CROP.—The term ‘second crop’
means a second crop of the same agricultural
commodity as the first crop, or a crop of a dif-
ferent agricultural commodity following the first
crop, planted on the same acreage as the first
crop for harvest in the same crop year, except
the term does not include a replanted crop.

‘‘(3) REPLANTED CROP.—The term ‘replanted
crop’ means any agricultural commodity re-
planted on the same acreage as the first crop for
harvest in the same crop year if the replanting
is required by the terms of the policy of insur-
ance covering the first crop.

‘‘(b) DOUBLE INSURANCE.—
‘‘(1) OPTIONS ON LOSS TO FIRST CROP.—Except

as provided in subsections (d) and (e), if a first
crop insured under this title in a crop year has
a total or partial insurable loss, the producer of
the first crop may elect 1 of the following op-
tions:

‘‘(A) NO SECOND CROP PLANTED.—The pro-
ducer may—

‘‘(i) elect to not plant a second crop on the
same acreage for harvest in the same crop year;
and

‘‘(ii) collect an indemnity payment that is
equal to 100 percent of the insurable loss for the
first crop.

‘‘(B) SECOND CROP PLANTED.—The producer
may—

‘‘(i) plant a second crop on the same acreage
for harvest in the same crop year; and

‘‘(ii) collect an indemnity payment established
by the Corporation for the first crop, but not to
exceed 35 percent of the insurable loss for the
first crop.

‘‘(2) EFFECT OF NO LOSS TO SECOND CROP.—If
a producer makes an election under paragraph
(1)(B) and the producer does not suffer an in-
surable loss to the second crop, the producer
may collect an indemnity payment for the first
crop that is equal to—

‘‘(A) 100 percent of the insurable loss for the
first crop; less

‘‘(B) the amount previously collected under
paragraph (1)(B)(ii).

‘‘(3) PREMIUM FOR FIRST CROP IF SECOND CROP
PLANTED.—

‘‘(A) INITIAL PREMIUM.—If a producer makes
an election under paragraph (1)(B), the pro-
ducer shall be responsible for a premium for the
first crop that is commensurate with the indem-
nity paid under paragraph (1)(B)(ii). The Cor-
poration shall adjust the total premium for the
first crop to reflect the reduced indemnity.

‘‘(B) EFFECT OF NO LOSS TO SECOND CROP.—If
the producer makes an election under para-
graph (1)(B) and the producer does not suffer
an insurable loss to the second crop, the pro-
ducer shall be responsible for a premium for the
first crop that is equal to—

‘‘(i) the full premium owed by the producer for
the first crop; less

‘‘(ii) the amount of premium previously paid
under subparagraph (A).

‘‘(c) PREVENTED PLANTING COVERAGE.—
‘‘(1) OPTIONS ON LOSS TO FIRST CROP.—Except

as provided in subsections (d) and (e), if a first
crop insured under this title in a crop year is
prevented from being planted, the producer of
the first crop may elect 1 of the following op-
tions:

‘‘(A) NO SECOND CROP PLANTED.—The pro-
ducer may—

‘‘(i) elect to not plant a second crop on the
same acreage for harvest in the same crop year;
and

‘‘(ii) subject to paragraph (4), collect an in-
demnity payment that is equal to 100 percent of
the prevented planting guarantee for the acre-
age for the first crop.

‘‘(B) SECOND CROP PLANTED.—The producer
may—

‘‘(i) plant a second crop on the same acreage
for harvest in the same crop year; and

‘‘(ii) subject to paragraphs (4) and (5), collect
an indemnity payment established by the Cor-
poration for the first crop, but not to exceed 35
percent of the prevented planting guarantee for
the acreage for the first crop.

‘‘(2) PREMIUM FOR FIRST CROP IF SECOND
PLANTED.—If the producer makes an election
under paragraph (1)(B), the producer shall pay
a premium for the first crop that is commensu-
rate with the indemnity paid under paragraph
(1)(B)(ii). The Corporation shall adjust the total
premium for the first crop to reflect the reduced
indemnity.

‘‘(3) EFFECT ON ACTUAL PRODUCTION HIS-
TORY.—Except in the case of double cropping
described in subsection (d), if a producer make
an election under paragraph (1)(B) for a crop
year, the Corporation shall assign the producer
a recorded yield for that crop year for the first
crop equal to 60 percent of the producer’s actual
production history for the agricultural com-
modity involved, for purposes of determining the
producer’s actual production history for subse-
quent crop years.

‘‘(4) AREA CONDITIONS REQUIRED FOR PAY-
MENT.—The Corporation shall limit prevented
planting payments for producers to those situa-
tions in which other producers, in the area
where a first crop is prevented from being plant-
ed is located, are also generally affected by the
conditions that prevented the first crop from
being planted.

‘‘(5) PLANTING DATE.—If a producer plants the
second crop before the latest planting date es-
tablished by the Corporation for the first crop,
the Corporation shall not make a prevented
planting payment with regard to the first crop.

‘‘(d) EXCEPTION FOR ESTABLISHED DOUBLE
CROPPING PRACTICES.—A producer may receive
full indemnity payments on 2 or more crops
planted for harvest in the same crop year and
insured under this title if each of the following
conditions are met:

‘‘(1) There is an established practice of plant-
ing 2 or more crops for harvest in the same crop
year in the area, as determined by the Corpora-
tion.

‘‘(2) An additional coverage policy or plan of
insurance is offered with respect to the agricul-
tural commodities planted on the same acreage
for harvest in the same crop year in the area.

‘‘(3) The producer has a history of planting 2
or more crops for harvest in the same crop year
or the applicable acreage has historically had 2
or more crops planted for harvest in the same
crop year.

‘‘(4) The second or more crops are customarily
planted after the first crop for harvest on the
same acreage in the same year in the area.

‘‘(e) SUBSEQUENT CROPS.—Except in the case
of double cropping described in subsection (d), if
a producer elects to plant a crop (other than a
replanted crop) subsequent to a second crop on
the same acreage as the first crop and second
crop for harvest in the same crop year, the pro-
ducer shall not be eligible for insurance under
this title, or noninsured crop assistance under
section 196 of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7333), for the subsequent
crop.’’.
SEC. 109. NONINSURED CROP DISASTER ASSIST-

ANCE PROGRAM.
(a) OPERATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF PRO-

GRAM.—Section 196(a)(2) of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7333(a)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(C) COMBINATION OF SIMILAR TYPES OR VARI-
ETIES.—At the option of the Secretary, all types
or varieties of a crop or commodity, described in
subparagraphs (A) and (B), may be considered
to be a single eligible crop under this section.’’.

(b) TIMELY APPLICATION.—Section 196(b)(1) of
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7333(b)(1)) is amended in the second sen-
tence by striking ‘‘at such time as the Secretary
may require’’ and inserting ‘‘not later than 30
days before the beginning of the coverage pe-
riod, as determined by the Secretary’’.

(c) RECORDS AND REPORTS.—Section 196(b) of
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7333(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting the
following:

‘‘(2) RECORDS.—To be eligible for assistance
under this section, a producer shall provide an-
nually to the Secretary records of crop acreage,
acreage yields, and production for each crop, as
required by the Secretary.’’; and

(2) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘annual’’
after ‘‘shall provide’’.

(d) LOSS REQUIREMENTS.—Section 196 of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7333) is amended by striking subsection (c) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(c) LOSS REQUIREMENTS.—
‘‘(1) CAUSE.—To be eligible for assistance

under this section, a producer of an eligible crop
shall have suffered a loss of a noninsured com-
modity as the result of a cause described in sub-
section (a)(3).

‘‘(2) ASSISTANCE.—On making a determination
described in subsection (a)(3), the Secretary
shall provide assistance under this section to
producers of an eligible crop that have suffered
a loss as a result of the cause described in sub-
section (a)(3).

‘‘(3) PREVENTED PLANTING.—Subject to para-
graph (1), the Secretary shall make a prevented
planting noninsured crop disaster assistance
payment if the producer is prevented from

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 09:26 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00116 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 6333 E:\CR\FM\A24MY7.168 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3767May 24, 2000
planting more than 35 percent of the acreage in-
tended for the eligible crop because of drought,
flood, or other natural disaster, as determined
by the Secretary.

‘‘(4) AREA TRIGGER.—The Secretary shall pro-
vide assistance to individual producers without
any requirement of an area loss.’’.

(e) SERVICE FEE.—Section 196 of the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7333) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(k) SERVICE FEE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive as-

sistance for an eligible crop for a crop year
under this section, a producer shall pay to the
Secretary (at the time at which the producer
submits the application under subsection (b)(1))
a service fee for the eligible crop in an amount
that is equal to the lesser of—

‘‘(A) $100 per crop per county; or
‘‘(B) $300 per producer per county, but not to

exceed a total of $900 per producer.
‘‘(2) WAIVER.—The Secretary shall waive the

service fee required under paragraph (1) in the
case of a limited resource farmer, as defined by
the Secretary.

‘‘(3) USE.—The Secretary shall deposit service
fees collected under this subsection in the Com-
modity Credit Corporation Fund.’’.

Subtitle B—Improving Program Integrity
SEC. 121. IMPROVING PROGRAM COMPLIANCE

AND INTEGRITY.
(a) ADDITIONAL METHODS OF ENSURING PRO-

GRAM COMPLIANCE AND INTEGRITY.—Section 515
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1514) is amended to read as follows:
‘‘SEC. 515. PROGRAM COMPLIANCE AND INTEG-

RITY.
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The purpose of this section

is to improve compliance with, and the integrity
of, the Federal crop insurance program.

‘‘(2) ROLE OF INSURANCE PROVIDERS.—The
Corporation shall work actively with approved
insurance providers to address program compli-
ance and integrity issues as such issues develop.

‘‘(b) NOTIFICATION OF COMPLIANCE PROB-
LEMS.—

‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION OF ERRORS, OMISSIONS, AND
FAILURES.—The Corporation shall notify in
writing an approved insurance provider of any
error, omission, or failure to follow Corporation
regulations or procedures for which the ap-
proved insurance provider may be responsible
and which may result in a debt owed the Cor-
poration.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR NOTIFICATION.—Notice under
paragraph (1) shall be given within 3 years after
the end of the insurance period during which
the error, omission, or failure is alleged to have
occurred, except that this time limitation shall
not apply with respect to an error, omission, or
procedural violation that is willful or inten-
tional.

‘‘(3) EFFECT OF FAILURE TO TIMELY NOTIFY.—
Except as provided in paragraph (2), the failure
to timely provide the notice required under this
subsection shall relieve the approved insurance
provider from the debt owed the Corporation.

‘‘(c) RECONCILING PRODUCER INFORMATION.—
The Secretary shall develop and implement a co-
ordinated plan for the Corporation and the
Farm Service Agency to reconcile all relevant in-
formation received by the Corporation or the
Farm Service Agency from a producer who ob-
tains crop insurance coverage under this title.
Beginning with the 2001 crop year, the Secretary
shall require that the Corporation and the Farm
Service Agency reconcile such producer-derived
information on at least an annual basis in order
to identify and address any discrepancies.

‘‘(d) IDENTIFICATION AND ELIMINATION OF
FRAUD, WASTE, AND ABUSE.—

‘‘(1) FSA MONITORING PROGRAM.—The Sec-
retary shall develop and implement a coordi-
nated plan for the Farm Service Agency to assist
the Corporation in the ongoing monitoring of
programs carried out under this title,
including—

‘‘(A) at the request of the Corporation or, sub-
ject to paragraph (2), on its own initiative if the
Farm Service Agency has reason to suspect the
existence of program fraud, waste, or abuse,
conducting fact finding relative to allegations of
program fraud, waste, or abuse;

‘‘(B) reporting to the Corporation, in writing
in a timely manner, the results of any fact find-
ing conducted pursuant to subparagraph (A),
any allegation of fraud, waste, or abuse, and
any identified program vulnerabilities; and

‘‘(C) assisting the Corporation and approved
insurance providers in auditing a statistically
appropriate number of claims made under any
policy or plan of insurance under this title.

‘‘(2) FSA INQUIRY.—If, within 5 calendar days
after receiving a report submitted under para-
graph (1)(B), the Corporation does not provide a
written response that describes the intended ac-
tions of the Corporation, the Farm Service
Agency may conduct its own inquiry into the al-
leged program fraud, waste, or abuse on ap-
proval from the State director of the Farm Serv-
ice Agency of the State in which the alleged
fraud, waste, or abuse occurred. If as a result of
the inquiry, the Farm Service Agency concludes
further investigation is warranted, but the Cor-
poration declines to proceed with the investiga-
tion, the Farm Service Agency may refer the
matter to the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

‘‘(3) USE OF FIELD INFRASTRUCTURE.—The
plan required by paragraph (1) shall provide for
the use of the field infrastructure of the Farm
Service Agency. The Secretary shall ensure that
relevant Farm Service Agency personnel are ap-
propriately trained for any responsibilities as-
signed to the personnel under the plan. At a
minimum, the personnel shall receive the same
level of training and pass the same basic com-
petency tests as required of loss adjusters of ap-
proved insurance providers.

‘‘(4) MAINTENANCE OF PROVIDER EFFORT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The activities of the Farm

Service Agency under this subsection do not af-
fect the responsibility of approved insurance
providers to conduct any audits of claims or
other program reviews required by the Corpora-
tion.

‘‘(B) NOTIFICATION OF PROVIDERS.—The Cor-
poration shall notify the appropriate approved
insurance provider of a report from the Farm
Service Agency regarding alleged program
fraud, waste, or abuse, unless the provider is
suspected to be included in, or a party to, the
alleged fraud, waste, or abuse.

‘‘(C) RESPONSE.—An approved insurance pro-
vider that receives a notice under subparagraph
(B) shall submit a report to the Corporation,
within an appropriate time period determined by
the Secretary, describing the actions taken by
the provider to investigate the allegations of
program fraud, waste, or abuse contained in the
notice.

‘‘(5) CORPORATION RESPONSE TO PROVIDER RE-
PORTS.—

‘‘(A) PROMPT RESPONSE.—If an approved in-
surance provider reports to the Corporation that
the approved insurance provider suspects inten-
tional misrepresentation, fraud, waste, or abuse,
the Corporation shall make a determination and
provide, within 90 calendar days after receiving
the report, a written response that describes the
intended actions of the Corporation.

‘‘(B) COOPERATIVE EFFORT.—The approved in-
surance provider and the Corporation shall take
coordinated action in any case where misrepre-
sentation, fraud, waste, or abuse is alleged.

‘‘(C) FAILURE TO TIMELY RESPOND.—If the
Corporation fails to respond as required by sub-
paragraph (A), an approved insurance provider
may request the Farm Service Agency to assist
the provider in an inquiry into the alleged pro-
gram fraud, waste, or abuse.

‘‘(e) CONSULTATION WITH STATE FSA COMMIT-
TEES.—The Secretary shall establish procedures
under which the Corporation shall consult with
the State committee of the Farm Service Agency

for a State with respect to policies, plans of in-
surance, and material related to such policies or
plans of insurance (including applicable sales
closing dates, assigned yields, and transitional
yields) offered in that State under this title.

‘‘(f) DETECTION OF DISPARATE PERFORM-
ANCE.—

‘‘(1) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary
shall establish procedures under which the Cor-
poration will be able to identify the following:

‘‘(A) Any agent engaged in the sale of cov-
erage offered under this title where the loss
claims associated with such sales by the agent
are equal to or greater than 150 percent (or an
appropriate percentage specified by the Cor-
poration) of the mean for all loss claims associ-
ated with such sales by all other agents oper-
ating in the same area, as determined by the
Corporation.

‘‘(B) Any person performing loss adjustment
services relative to coverage offered under this
title where such loss adjustments performed by
the person result in accepted or denied claims
equal to or greater than 150 percent (or an ap-
propriate percentage specified by the Corpora-
tion) of the mean for accepted or denied claims
(as applicable) for all other persons performing
loss adjustment services in the same area, as de-
termined by the Corporation.

‘‘(2) REVIEW.—
‘‘(A) REVIEW REQUIRED.—The Corporation

shall conduct a review of any agent identified
pursuant to paragraph (1)(A), and any person
identified pursuant to paragraph (1)(B), to de-
termine whether the higher loss claims associ-
ated with the agent or the higher number of ac-
cepted or denied claims (as applicable) associ-
ated with the person are the result of fraud,
waste, or abuse.

‘‘(B) REMEDIAL ACTION.—The Corporation
shall take appropriate remedial action with re-
spect to any occurrence of fraud, waste, or
abuse identified in a review conducted under
this paragraph.

‘‘(3) OVERSIGHT OF AGENTS AND LOSS ADJUST-
ERS.—The Corporation shall develop procedures
to require an annual review by an approved in-
surance provider of the performance of each
agent and loss adjuster used by the approved in-
surance provider. The Corporation shall oversee
the conduct of annual reviews and may consult
with an approved insurance provider regarding
any remedial action that is determined to be
necessary as a result of the annual review of an
agent or loss adjuster.

‘‘(g) SUBMISSION OF INFORMATION TO COR-
PORATION TO SUPPORT COMPLIANCE EFFORTS.—

‘‘(1) TYPES OF INFORMATION REQUIRED.—The
Secretary shall establish procedures under
which approved insurance providers shall sub-
mit to the Corporation the following information
with respect to each policy or plan of insurance
offered under this title:

‘‘(A) The name and identification number of
the insured.

‘‘(B) The agricultural commodity to be in-
sured.

‘‘(C) The elected coverage level, including the
price election, of the insured.

‘‘(2) TIME FOR SUBMISSION.—The information
required by paragraph (1) with respect to a pol-
icy or plan of insurance shall be submitted so as
to ensure receipt by the Corporation not later
than the Saturday of the week containing the
calendar day that is 30 days after the applicable
sales closing date for the crop to be insured.

‘‘(h) SANCTIONS FOR PROGRAM NONCOMPLI-
ANCE AND FRAUD.—

‘‘(1) FALSE INFORMATION.—A producer, agent,
loss adjuster, approved insurance provider, or
other person that willfully and intentionally
provides any false or inaccurate information to
the Corporation or to an approved insurance
provider with respect to a policy or plan of in-
surance under this title may, after notice and
an opportunity for a hearing on the record, be
subject to 1 or more of the sanctions described in
paragraph (3).
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‘‘(2) COMPLIANCE.—A person may, after notice

and an opportunity for a hearing on the record,
be subject to 1 or more of the sanctions described
in paragraph (3) if the person is a producer,
agent, loss adjuster, approved insurance pro-
vider, or other person that willfully and inten-
tionally fails to comply with a requirement of
the Corporation.

‘‘(3) AUTHORIZED SANCTIONS.—If the Secretary
determines that a person covered by this sub-
section has committed a material violation
under paragraph (1) or (2), the following sanc-
tions may be imposed:

‘‘(A) CIVIL FINES.—A civil fine may be imposed
for each violation in an amount not to exceed
the greater of—

‘‘(i) the amount of the pecuniary gain ob-
tained as a result of the false or inaccurate in-
formation provided or the noncompliance with a
requirement of this title; or

‘‘(ii) $10,000.
‘‘(B) PRODUCER DISQUALIFICATION.—In the

case of a violation committed by a producer, the
producer may be disqualified for a period of up
to 5 years from receiving any monetary or non-
monetary benefit provided under each of the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(i) This title.
‘‘(ii) The Agricultural Market Transition Act

(7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.), including the noninsured
crop disaster assistance program under section
196 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 7333).

‘‘(iii) The Agricultural Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C.
1421 et seq.).

‘‘(iv) The Commodity Credit Corporation
Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seq.).

‘‘(v) The Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938
(7 U.S.C. 1281 et seq.).

‘‘(vi) Title XII of the Food Security Act of
1985 (16 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.).

‘‘(vii) The Consolidated Farm and Rural De-
velopment Act (7 U.S.C. 1921 et seq.).

‘‘(viii) Any law that provides assistance to a
producer of an agricultural commodity affected
by a crop loss or a decline in the prices of agri-
cultural commodities.

‘‘(C) DISQUALIFICATION OF OTHER PERSONS.—
In the case of a violation committed by an
agent, loss adjuster, approved insurance pro-
vider, or other person (other than a producer),
the violator may be disqualified for a period of
up to 5 years from participating in any program,
or receiving any benefit, under this title.

‘‘(4) ASSESSMENT OF SANCTION.—The Secretary
shall consider the gravity of the violation of the
person covered by this subsection in
determining—

‘‘(A) whether to impose a sanction under this
subsection; and

‘‘(B) the type and amount of the sanction to
be imposed.

‘‘(5) DISCLOSURE OF SANCTIONS.—Each policy
or plan of insurance under this title shall pro-
vide notice describing the sanctions prescribed
under paragraph (3) for willfully and
intentionally—

‘‘(A) providing false or inaccurate information
to the Corporation or to an approved insurance
provider; or

‘‘(B) failing to comply with a requirement of
the Corporation.

‘‘(6) INSURANCE FUND.—Any funds collected
under this subsection shall be deposited into the
insurance fund established under section 516(c).

‘‘(i) ANNUAL REPORT ON PROGRAM COMPLI-
ANCE AND INTEGRITY EFFORTS.—

‘‘(1) REPORT REQUIRED.—The Secretary shall
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate an annual report describing the operation of
this section during the preceding year and ef-
forts undertaken by the Secretary and the Cor-
poration to carry out this section.

‘‘(2) INFORMATION REGARDING FRAUD, WASTE,
AND ABUSE.—The report shall identify specific
occurrences of waste, fraud, or abuse and con-
tain an outline of actions that have been or are

being taken to eliminate the identified waste,
fraud, or abuse.

‘‘(j) INFORMATION MANAGEMENT.—
‘‘(1) SYSTEMS UPGRADES.—The Secretary shall

upgrade the information management systems of
the Corporation used in the administration and
enforcement and this title. In upgrading the sys-
tems, the Secretary shall ensure that new hard-
ware and software are compatible with the
hardware and software used by other agencies
of the Department to maximize data sharing and
promote the purpose of this section.

‘‘(2) USE OF AVAILABLE INFORMATION TECH-
NOLOGIES.—The Secretary shall use the informa-
tion technologies known as data mining and
data warehousing and other available informa-
tion technologies to administer and enforce this
title.

‘‘(3) USE OF PRIVATE SECTOR.—The Secretary
may enter into contracts to use private sector
expertise and technological resources in imple-
menting this subsection.

‘‘(k) FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) AVAILABLE FUNDS.—To carry out this sec-

tion and sections 502(c), 506(h), 508(a)(3)(B),
and 508(f)(3)(A), the Corporation may use, from
amounts made available from the insurance
fund established under section 516(c), not more
than $23,000,000 during the period of fiscal years
2001 through 2005, of which not more than
$9,000,000 shall be available for fiscal year 2001.

‘‘(2) PROHIBITION.—None of the funds made
available under paragraph (1) may be used to
pay the salaries of employees of the Corpora-
tion.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 506 of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1506)
is amended—

(1) by striking subsection (q); and
(2) by redesignating subsections (r) and (s) as

subsections (q) and (r), respectively.
SEC. 122. PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFOR-

MATION.
Section 502 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act

(7 U.S.C. 1502) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(c) PROTECTION OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) GENERAL PROHIBITION AGAINST DISCLO-
SURE.—Except as provided in paragraph (2), the
Secretary, any other officer or employee of the
Department or an agency thereof, an approved
insurance provider and its employees and con-
tractors, and any other person may not disclose
to the public information furnished by a pro-
ducer under this title.

‘‘(2) AUTHORIZED DISCLOSURE.—
‘‘(A) DISCLOSURE IN STATISTICAL OR AGGRE-

GATE FORM.—Information described in para-
graph (1) may be disclosed to the public if the
information has been transformed into a statis-
tical or aggregate form that does not allow the
identification of the person who supplied par-
ticular information.

‘‘(B) CONSENT OF PRODUCER.—A producer may
consent to the disclosure of information de-
scribed in paragraph (1). The participation of
the producer in, and the receipt of any benefit
by the producer under, this title or any other
program administered by the Secretary may not
be conditioned on the producer providing con-
sent under this paragraph.

‘‘(3) VIOLATIONS; PENALTIES.—Section 1770(c)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
2276(c)) shall apply with respect to the release of
information collected in any manner or for any
purpose prohibited by this subsection.’’.
SEC. 123. GOOD FARMING PRACTICES.

Section 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)) is amended by striking
paragraph (3) and inserting the following:

‘‘(3) EXCLUSION OF LOSSES DUE TO CERTAIN AC-
TIONS OF PRODUCER.—

‘‘(A) EXCLUSIONS.—Insurance provided under
this subsection shall not cover losses due to—

‘‘(i) the neglect or malfeasance of the pro-
ducer;

‘‘(ii) the failure of the producer to reseed to
the same crop in such areas and under such cir-
cumstances as it is customary to reseed; or

‘‘(iii) the failure of the producer to follow
good farming practices, including scientifically
sound sustainable and organic farming prac-
tices.

‘‘(B) GOOD FARMING PRACTICES.—
‘‘(i) INFORMAL ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS.—A

producer shall have the right to a review of a
determination regarding good farming practices
made under subparagraph (A)(iii) in accordance
with an informal administrative process to be es-
tablished by the Corporation.

‘‘(ii) ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW.—
‘‘(I) NO ADVERSE DECISION.—The determina-

tion shall not be considered an adverse decision
for purposes of subtitle H of the Department of
Agriculture Reorganization Act of 1994 (7 U.S.C.
6991 et seq.).

‘‘(II) REVERSAL OR MODIFICATION.—Except as
provided in clause (i), the determination may
not be reversed or modified as the result of a
subsequent administrative review.

‘‘(iii) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—
‘‘(I) RIGHT TO REVIEW.—A producer shall have

the right to judicial review of the determination
without exhausting any right to a review under
clause (i).

‘‘(II) REVERSAL OR MODIFICATION.—The deter-
mination may not be reversed or modified as the
result of judicial review unless the determina-
tion is found to be arbitrary or capricious.’’.
SEC. 124. RECORDS AND REPORTING.

(a) CONDITION OF OBTAINING COVERAGE.—Sec-
tion 508(f)(3) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1508(f)(3)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting the following:

‘‘(A) provide annually records acceptable to
the Secretary regarding crop acreage, acreage
yields, and production for each agricultural
commodity insured under this title or accept a
yield determined by the Corporation; and’’.

(b) ADDITIONAL GENERAL POWER.—Section 506
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1506) is amended by striking subsection (h) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(h) COLLECTION AND SHARING OF INFORMA-
TION.—

‘‘(1) SURVEYS AND INVESTIGATIONS.—The Cor-
poration may conduct surveys and investiga-
tions relating to crop insurance, agriculture-re-
lated risks and losses, and other issues related
to carrying out this title.

‘‘(2) DATA COLLECTION.—The Corporation
shall assemble data for the purpose of estab-
lishing sound actuarial bases for insurance on
agricultural commodities.

‘‘(3) SHARING OF RECORDS.—Notwithstanding
section 502(c), records submitted in accordance
with this title and section 196 of the Agricul-
tural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7333)
shall be available to agencies and local offices of
the Department, appropriate State and Federal
agencies and divisions, and approved insurance
providers for use in carrying out this title, such
section 196, and other agricultural programs.’’.

Subtitle C—Research and Pilot Programs
SEC. 131. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501
et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:
‘‘SEC. 522. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION OF POLICY.—In this section,
the term ‘policy’ means a policy, plan of insur-
ance, provision of a policy or plan of insurance,
and related materials.

‘‘(b) REIMBURSEMENT OF RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
MENT, AND MAINTENANCE COSTS.—

‘‘(1) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT REIMBURSE-
MENT.—The Corporation shall provide a pay-
ment to reimburse an applicant for research and
development costs directly related to a policy
that is—

‘‘(A) submitted to the Board and approved by
the Board under section 508(h) for reinsurance;
and
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‘‘(B) if applicable, offered for sale to pro-

ducers.
‘‘(2) EXISTING PLANS.—The Corporation shall

reimburse costs associated with research and de-
velopment costs directly related to a policy that
was approved by the Board prior to the date of
enactment of this section.

‘‘(3) MARKETABILITY.—The Corporation shall
approve a reimbursement under paragraph (1)
or (2) only after determining that the policy is
marketable based on a reasonable marketing
plan, as determined by the Board.

‘‘(4) MAINTENANCE PAYMENTS.—
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—The Corporation shall

reimburse maintenance costs associated with the
annual cost of underwriting for a policy de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) and (2).

‘‘(B) DURATION.—Payments with respect to
maintenance costs may be provided for a period
of not more than 4 reinsurance years subsequent
to Board approval for payment under this sub-
section.

‘‘(C) OPTIONS FOR MAINTENANCE.—On the ex-
piration of the 4-year period described in sub-
paragraph (B), the approved insurance provider
responsible for maintenance of the policy may—

‘‘(i) maintain the policy and charge a fee to
approved insurance providers that elect to sell
the policy under this subsection; or

‘‘(ii) transfer responsibility for maintenance of
the policy to the Corporation.

‘‘(D) FEE.—
‘‘(i) AMOUNT.—Subject to approval by the

Board, the amount of the fee that is payable by
an approved insurance provider that elects to
sell the policy shall be an amount that is deter-
mined by the approved insurance provider main-
taining the policy.

‘‘(ii) APPROVAL.—The Board shall approve the
amount of a fee determined under clause (i) for
maintenance of the policy unless the Board de-
termines that the amount of the fee—

‘‘(I) is unreasonable in relation to the mainte-
nance costs associated with the policy; or

‘‘(II) unnecessarily inhibits the use of the pol-
icy.

‘‘(5) TREATMENT OF PAYMENT.—Payments
made under this subsection for a policy shall be
considered as payment in full by the Corpora-
tion for the research and development con-
ducted with regard to the policy and any prop-
erty rights to the policy.

‘‘(6) REIMBURSEMENT AMOUNT.—The Corpora-
tion shall determine the amount of the payment
under this subsection for an approved policy
based on the complexity of the policy and the
size of the area in which the policy or material
is expected to be sold.

‘‘(c) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT CON-
TRACTING AUTHORITY.—

‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation may enter
into contracts to carry out research and devel-
opment to—

‘‘(A) increase participation in States in which
the Corporation determines that—

‘‘(i) there is traditionally, and continues to be,
a low level of Federal crop insurance participa-
tion and availability; and

‘‘(ii) the State is underserved by the Federal
crop insurance program;

‘‘(B) increase participation in areas that are
underserved by the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram; and

‘‘(C) increase participation by producers of
underserved agricultural commodities, including
specialty crops.

‘‘(2) UNDERSERVED AGRICULTURAL COMMOD-
ITIES AND AREAS.—

‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation may enter
into contracts under procedures prescribed by
the Corporation with qualified persons to carry
out research and development for policies that
promote the purposes of paragraph (1).

‘‘(B) CONSULTATION.—Before entering into a
contract under subparagraph (A), the Corpora-
tion shall consult with groups representing pro-
ducers of agricultural commodities that would
be served by the policies that are the subject of
the research and development.

‘‘(3) QUALIFIED PERSONS.—A person with ex-
perience in crop insurance or farm or ranch risk
management (including a college or university,
an approved insurance provider, and a trade or
research organization), as determined by the
Corporation, shall be eligible to enter into a con-
tract with the Corporation under this sub-
section.

‘‘(4) TYPES OF CONTRACTS.—A contract under
this subsection may provide for research and de-
velopment regarding new or expanded policies,
including policies based on adjusted gross in-
come, cost-of-production, quality losses, and an
intermediate base program with a higher cov-
erage and cost than catastrophic risk protection.

‘‘(5) USE OF RESULTING POLICIES.—The Cor-
poration may offer any policy developed under
this subsection that is approved by the Board.

‘‘(6) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PRIOR-
ITIES.—The Corporation shall establish as 1 of
the highest research and development priorities
of the Corporation the development of a pasture,
range, and forage program.

‘‘(7) STUDY OF MULTIYEAR COVERAGE.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Corporation shall con-

tract with a qualified person to conduct a study
to determine whether offering policies that pro-
vide coverage for multiple years would reduce
fraud, waste, and abuse by persons that partici-
pate in the Federal crop insurance program.

‘‘(B) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this section, the Corpora-
tion shall submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate a report that describes the
results of the study conducted under subpara-
graph (A).

‘‘(8) CONTRACT FOR REVENUE COVERAGE
PLANS.—The Corporation shall enter into a con-
tract for research and development regarding 1
or more revenue coverage plans that are de-
signed to enable producers to take maximum ad-
vantage of fluctuations in market prices and
thereby maximize revenue realized from the sale
of an agricultural commodity. A revenue cov-
erage plan may include the use of existing mar-
ket instruments or the development of new mar-
ket instruments. Not later than 15 months after
the date of the enactment of this section, the
Corporation shall submit to the Committee on
Agriculture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate a report that describes
the results of the contract entered into under
this paragraph.

‘‘(9) CONTRACT FOR COST OF PRODUCTION POL-
ICY.—

‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation shall
enter into a contract for research and develop-
ment regarding a cost of production policy.

‘‘(B) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—The re-
search and development shall—

‘‘(i) take into consideration the differences in
the cost of production on a county-by-county
basis; and

‘‘(ii) cover as many commodities as is prac-
ticable.

‘‘(10) RELATION TO LIMITATIONS.—A policy de-
veloped under this subsection may be prepared
without regard to the limitations of this title,
including—

‘‘(A) the requirement concerning the levels of
coverage and rates; and

‘‘(B) the requirement that the price level for
each insured agricultural commodity must equal
the expected market price for the agricultural
commodity, as established by the Board.

‘‘(d) PARTNERSHIPS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION.—

‘‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this subsection
is to authorize the Corporation to enter into
partnerships with public and private entities for
the purpose of increasing the availability of loss
mitigation, financial, and other risk manage-
ment tools for producers, with a priority given
to risk management tools for producers of agri-
cultural commodities covered by section 196 of

the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7333), specialty crops, and underserved
agricultural commodities.

‘‘(2) AUTHORITY.—The Corporation may enter
into partnerships with the Cooperative State Re-
search, Education, and Extension Service, the
Agricultural Research Service, the National
Oceanic Atmospheric Administration, and other
appropriate public and private entities with
demonstrated capabilities in developing and im-
plementing risk management and marketing op-
tions for producers of specialty crops and under-
served agricultural commodities.

‘‘(3) OBJECTIVES.—The Corporation may enter
into a partnership under paragraph (2)—

‘‘(A) to enhance the notice and timeliness of
notice of weather conditions that could nega-
tively affect crop yields, quality, and final prod-
uct use in order to allow producers to take pre-
ventive actions to increase end product profit-
ability and marketability and to reduce the pos-
sibility of crop insurance claims;

‘‘(B) to develop a multifaceted approach to
pest management and fertilization to decrease
inputs, decrease environmental exposure, and
increase application efficiency;

‘‘(C) to develop or improve techniques for
planning, breeding, planting, growing, main-
taining, harvesting, storing, shipping, and mar-
keting that will address quality and quantity
challenges associated with year-to-year and re-
gional variations;

‘‘(D) to clarify labor requirements and assist
producers in complying with requirements to
better meet the physically intense and time-com-
pressed planting, tending, and harvesting re-
quirements associated with the production of
specialty crops and underserved agricultural
commodities;

‘‘(E) to provide assistance to State foresters or
equivalent officials for the prescribed use of
burning on private forest land for the preven-
tion, control, and suppression of fire;

‘‘(F) to provide producers with training and
informational opportunities so that the pro-
ducers will be better able to use financial man-
agement, crop insurance, marketing contracts,
and other existing and emerging risk manage-
ment tools; and

‘‘(G) to develop other risk management tools
to further increase economic and production
stability.

‘‘(e) FUNDING.—
‘‘(1) REIMBURSEMENTS.—Of the amounts made

available from the insurance fund established
under section 516(c), the Corporation may use to
provide reimbursements under subsection (b) not
more than $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years
2001 and 2002 and not more than $15,000,000 for
fiscal year 2003 and each subsequent fiscal year.

‘‘(2) CONTRACTING.—
‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—Of the amounts made

available from the insurance fund established
under section 516(c), the Corporation may use to
carry out contracting and partnerships under
subsections (c) and (d) not more than $20,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2001 through 2003 and
not more than $25,000,000 for fiscal year 2004
and each subsequent fiscal year.

‘‘(B) UNDERSERVED STATES.—Of the amount
made available under subparagraph (A) for a
fiscal year, the Corporation shall use not more
than $5,000,000 for the fiscal year to carry out
contracting for research and development to
carry out the purpose described in subsection
(c)(1)(A).

‘‘(3) UNUSED FUNDING.—If the Corporation de-
termines that the amount available to provide
either reimbursement payments or contract pay-
ments under this section for a fiscal year is not
needed for such purposes, the Corporation may
use the excess amount to carry out another
function authorized under this section.

‘‘(4) PROHIBITED RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
BY CORPORATION.—

‘‘(A) NEW POLICIES.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (d), on and after October 1, 2000, the
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Corporation shall not conduct research and de-
velopment for any new policy for an agricul-
tural commodity offered under this title.

‘‘(B) EXISTING POLICIES.—Any policy devel-
oped by the Corporation under this title before
that date may continue to be offered for sale to
producers.’’.
SEC. 132. PILOT PROGRAMS.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.), as amended by sec-
tion 131, is amended by adding at the end the
following:
‘‘SEC. 523. PILOT PROGRAMS.

‘‘(a) GENERAL PROVISIONS.—
‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, the Corporation may con-
duct a pilot program submitted to and approved
by the Board under section 508(h), or that is de-
veloped under subsection (b) or section 522, to
evaluate whether a proposal or new risk man-
agement tool tested by the pilot program is suit-
able for the marketplace and addresses the
needs of producers of agricultural commodities.

‘‘(2) PRIVATE COVERAGE.—Under this section,
the Corporation shall not conduct any pilot pro-
gram that provides insurance protection against
a risk if insurance protection against the risk is
generally available from private companies.

‘‘(3) COVERED ACTIVITIES.—The pilot programs
described in paragraph (1) may include pilot
programs providing insurance protection
against losses involving—

‘‘(A) reduced forage on rangeland caused by
drought or insect infestation;

‘‘(B) livestock poisoning and disease;
‘‘(C) destruction of bees due to the use of pes-

ticides;
‘‘(D) unique special risks related to fruits,

nuts, vegetables, and specialty crops in general,
aquacultural species, and forest industry needs
(including appreciation);

‘‘(E) after October 1, 2001, wild salmon, except
that—

‘‘(i) any pilot program with regard to wild
salmon may be carried out without regard to the
limitations of this title; and

‘‘(ii) the Corporation shall conduct all wild
salmon programs under this title so that, to the
maximum extent practicable, all costs associated
with conducting the programs are not expected
to exceed $1,000,000 for fiscal year 2002 and each
subsequent fiscal year.

‘‘(4) SCOPE OF PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Cor-
poration may—

‘‘(A) approve a pilot program under this sec-
tion to be conducted on a regional, State, or na-
tional basis after considering the interests of af-
fected producers and the interests of, and risks
to, the Corporation;

‘‘(B) operate the pilot program, including any
modifications of the pilot program, for a period
of up to 4 years;

‘‘(C) extend the time period for the pilot pro-
gram for additional periods, as determined ap-
propriate by the Corporation; and

‘‘(D) provide pilot programs that would allow
producers—

‘‘(i) to receive a reduced premium for using
whole farm units or single crop units of insur-
ance; and

‘‘(ii) to cross State and county boundaries to
form insurable units.

‘‘(5) EVALUATION.—
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—After the completion of

any pilot program under this section, the Cor-
poration shall evaluate the pilot program and
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a report on the operations of the pilot pro-
gram.

‘‘(B) EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS.—
The report shall include an evaluation by the
Corporation of the pilot program and the rec-
ommendations of the Corporation with respect
to implementing the program on a national
basis.

‘‘(b) LIVESTOCK PILOT PROGRAMS.—
‘‘(1) DEFINITION OF LIVESTOCK.—In this sub-

section, the term ‘livestock’ includes, but is not
limited to, cattle, sheep, swine, goats, and poul-
try.

‘‘(2) PROGRAMS REQUIRED.—Subject to para-
graph (7), the Corporation shall conduct 2 or
more pilot programs to evaluate the effectiveness
of risk management tools for livestock pro-
ducers, including the use of futures and options
contracts and policies and plans of insurance
that protect the interests of livestock producers
and that provide—

‘‘(A) livestock producers with reasonable pro-
tection from the financial risks of price or in-
come fluctuations inherent in the production
and marketing of livestock; or

‘‘(B) protection for production losses.
‘‘(3) PURPOSE OF PROGRAMS.—To the max-

imum extent practicable, the Corporation shall
evaluate the greatest number and variety of
pilot programs described in paragraph (2) to de-
termine which of the offered risk management
tools are best suited to protect livestock pro-
ducers from the financial risks associated with
the production and marketing of livestock.

‘‘(4) TIMING.—The Corporation shall begin
conducting livestock pilot programs under this
subsection during fiscal year 2001.

‘‘(5) RELATION TO OTHER LIMITATIONS.—Any
policy or plan of insurance offered under this
subsection may be prepared without regard to
the limitations of this title.

‘‘(6) ASSISTANCE.—As part of a pilot program
under this subsection, the Corporation may pro-
vide reinsurance for policies or plans of insur-
ance and subsidize the purchase of futures and
options contracts or policies and plans of insur-
ance offered under the pilot program.

‘‘(7) PRIVATE INSURANCE.—No action may be
undertaken with respect to a risk under this
subsection if the Corporation determines that in-
surance protection for livestock producers
against the risk is generally available from pri-
vate companies.

‘‘(8) LOCATION.—The Corporation shall con-
duct the livestock pilot programs under this sub-
section in a number of counties that is deter-
mined by the Corporation to be adequate to pro-
vide a comprehensive evaluation of the feasi-
bility, effectiveness, and demand among pro-
ducers for the risk management tools evaluated
in the pilot programs.

‘‘(9) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—Any producer of a
type of livestock covered by a pilot program
under this subsection that owns or operates a
farm or ranch in a county selected as a location
for that pilot program shall be eligible to partici-
pate in that pilot program.

‘‘(10) LIMITATION ON EXPENDITURES.—The
Corporation shall conduct all livestock programs
under this title so that, to the maximum extent
practicable, all costs associated with conducting
the livestock programs (other than research and
development costs covered by section 522) are
not expected to exceed the following:

‘‘(A) $10,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
and 2002.

‘‘(B) $15,000,000 for fiscal year 2003.
‘‘(C) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 2004 and each

subsequent fiscal year.
‘‘(c) REVENUE INSURANCE PILOT PROGRAM.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to section 522(e)(4),

the Secretary shall carry out a pilot program in
a limited number of counties, as determined by
the Secretary, for crop years 1997 through 2001,
under which a producer of wheat, feed grains,
soybeans, or such other commodity as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate may elect to receive
insurance against loss of revenue, as determined
by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) ADMINISTRATION.—Revenue insurance
under this subsection shall—

‘‘(A) be offered through reinsurance arrange-
ments with private insurance companies;

‘‘(B) offer at least a minimum level of cov-
erage that is an alternative to catastrophic crop
insurance;

‘‘(C) be actuarially sound; and
‘‘(D) require the payment of premiums and ad-

ministrative fees by an insured producer.
‘‘(d) PREMIUM RATE REDUCTION PILOT PRO-

GRAM.—
‘‘(1) PURPOSE.—The purpose of the pilot pro-

gram established under this subsection is to de-
termine whether approved insurance providers
will compete to market policies or plans of insur-
ance with reduced rates of premium, in a man-
ner that maintains the financial soundness of
approved insurance providers and is consistent
with the integrity of the Federal crop insurance
program.

‘‘(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Beginning with the 2002

crop year, the Corporation shall establish a pilot
program under which approved insurance pro-
viders may propose for approval by the Board
policies or plans of insurance with reduced rates
of premium—

‘‘(i) for 1 or more agricultural commodities;
and

‘‘(ii) within a limited geographic area, as pro-
posed by the approved insurance provider and
approved by the Board.

‘‘(B) DETERMINATION BY BOARD.—The Board
shall approve a policy or plan of insurance pro-
posed under this subsection that involves a pre-
mium reduction if the Board determines that—

‘‘(i) the interests of producers are adequately
protected within the pilot area;

‘‘(ii) rates of premium are actuarially appro-
priate, as determined by the Board;

‘‘(iii) the size of the proposed pilot area is ade-
quate;

‘‘(iv) the proposed policy or plan of insurance
would not unfairly discriminate among pro-
ducers within the proposed pilot area;

‘‘(v) if the proposed policy or plan of insur-
ance were available in a geographic area larger
than the proposed pilot area, the proposed pol-
icy or plan of insurance would—

‘‘(I) not have a significant adverse impact on
the crop insurance delivery system;

‘‘(II) not result in a reduction of program in-
tegrity;

‘‘(III) be actuarially appropriate; and
‘‘(IV) not place an additional financial bur-

den on the Federal Government; and
‘‘(vi) the proposed policy or plan of insurance

meets other requirements of this title determined
appropriate by the Board.

‘‘(C) TIME LIMITATIONS AND PROCEDURES.—
The time limitations and procedures of the
Board established under section 508(h) shall
apply to a proposal submitted under this sub-
section.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 518 of
the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1518)
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘livestock and’’ after ‘‘com-
modity, excluding’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘under subsection (a) or (m) of
section 508 of this title’’.
SEC. 133. EDUCATION AND RISK MANAGEMENT

ASSISTANCE.
The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501

et seq.), as amended by section 132(a), is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following:
‘‘SEC. 524. EDUCATION AND RISK MANAGEMENT

ASSISTANCE.
‘‘(a) EDUCATION ASSISTANCE.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amounts

made available under paragraph (4)—
‘‘(A) the Corporation shall carry out the pro-

gram established under paragraph (2); and
‘‘(B) the Secretary, acting through the Coop-

erative State Research, Education, and Exten-
sion Service, shall carry out the program estab-
lished under paragraph (3).

‘‘(2) EDUCATION AND INFORMATION.—The Cor-
poration shall establish a program under which
crop insurance education and information is
provided to producers in States in which (as de-
termined by the Secretary)—

‘‘(A) there is traditionally, and continues to
be, a low level of Federal crop insurance partici-
pation and availability; and
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‘‘(B) producers are underserved by the Fed-

eral crop insurance program.
‘‘(3) PARTNERSHIPS FOR RISK MANAGEMENT

EDUCATION.—
‘‘(A) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary, acting

through the Cooperative State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service, shall establish a
program under which competitive grants are
made to qualified public and private entities (in-
cluding land grant colleges, cooperative exten-
sion services, and colleges or universities), as de-
termined by the Secretary, for the purpose of
educating agricultural producers about the full
range of risk management activities, including
futures, options, agricultural trade options, crop
insurance, cash forward contracting, debt re-
duction, production diversification, farm re-
sources risk reduction, and other risk manage-
ment strategies.

‘‘(B) BASIS FOR GRANTS.—A grant under this
paragraph shall be awarded on the basis of
merit and shall be subject to peer or merit re-
view.

‘‘(C) OBLIGATION PERIOD.—Funds for a grant
under this paragraph shall be available to the
Secretary for obligation for a 2-year period.

‘‘(D) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—The Secretary
may use not more than 4 percent of the funds
made available for grants under this paragraph
for administrative costs incurred by the Sec-
retary in carrying out this paragraph.

‘‘(4) FUNDING.—From the insurance fund es-
tablished under section 516(c), there is
transferred—

‘‘(A) for the education and information pro-
gram established under paragraph (2), $5,000,000
for fiscal year 2001 and each subsequent fiscal
year; and

‘‘(B) for the partnerships for risk management
education program established under paragraph
(3), $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and each sub-
sequent fiscal year.

‘‘(b) AGRICULTURAL MANAGEMENT ASSIST-
ANCE.—

‘‘(1) AUTHORITY.—The Secretary shall provide
cost share assistance to producers, in a manner
determined by the Secretary, in not less than 10,
nor more than 15, States in which participation
in the Federal crop insurance program is his-
torically low, as determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) USES.—A producer may use cost share as-
sistance provided under this subsection to—

‘‘(A) construct or improve—
‘‘(i) watershed management structures; or
‘‘(ii) irrigation structures;
‘‘(B) plant trees to form windbreaks or to im-

prove water quality;
‘‘(C) mitigate financial risk through produc-

tion diversification or resource conservation
practices, including—

‘‘(i) soil erosion control;
‘‘(ii) integrated pest management; or
‘‘(iii) transition to organic farming;
‘‘(D) enter into futures, hedging, or options

contracts in a manner designed to help reduce
production, price, or revenue risk;

‘‘(E) enter into agricultural trade options as a
hedging transaction to reduce production, price,
or revenue risk; or

‘‘(F) conduct any other activity related to the
activities described in subparagraphs (A)
through (E), as determined by the Secretary.

‘‘(2) PAYMENT LIMITATION.—The total amount
of payments made to a person (as defined in sec-
tion 1001(5) of the Food Security Act (7 U.S.C.
1308(5))) under this subsection for any year may
not exceed $50,000.

‘‘(3) COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry

out this subsection through the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

‘‘(B) FUNDING.—The Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall make available to carry out this
subsection $10,000,000 for fiscal year 2001 and
each subsequent fiscal year.’’.
SEC. 134. OPTIONS PILOT PROGRAM.

Section 191 of the Agricultural Market Transi-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7331) is amended—

(1) in the first sentence of subsection (b), by
striking ‘‘100 counties, except that not more
than 6’’ and inserting ‘‘300 counties, except that
not more than 25’’;

(2) in subsection (c)(2), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘during any calendar
year in which a county in which the farm of the
producer is located is included in the pilot pro-
gram’’; and

(3) in the first sentence of subsection (h), by
inserting before the period at the end the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, except that the amount of Commodity
Credit Corporation funds used to carry out this
section shall not exceed, to the maximum extent
practicable, $9,000,000 for fiscal year 2001,
$15,000,000 for fiscal year 2002, and $2,000,000 for
fiscal year 2003’’.

Subtitle D—Administration
SEC. 141. RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.

Section 502 of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1502), as amended by section 122, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(d) RELATION TO OTHER LAWS.—
‘‘(1) TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF POLICIES AND

PLANS.—The terms and conditions of any policy
or plan of insurance offered under this title that
is reinsured by the Corporation shall not—

‘‘(A) be subject to the jurisdiction of the Com-
modity Futures Trading Commission or the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission; or

‘‘(B) be considered to be accounts, agreements
(including any transaction that is of the char-
acter of, or is commonly known to the trade as,
an ‘option’, ‘privilege’, ‘indemnity’, ‘bid’,
‘offer’, ‘put’, ‘call’, ‘advance guaranty’, or ‘de-
cline guaranty’), or transactions involving con-
tracts of sale of a commodity for future delivery,
traded or executed on a contract market for the
purposes of the Commodity Exchange Act (7
U.S.C. 1 et seq.).

‘‘(2) EFFECT ON CFTC AND COMMODITY EX-
CHANGE ACT.—Nothing in this title affects the
jurisdiction of the Commodity Futures Trading
Commission or the applicability of the Com-
modity Exchange Act (7 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) to any
transaction conducted on a contract market
under that Act by an approved insurance pro-
vider to offset the approved insurance provider’s
risk under a plan or policy of insurance under
this title.’’.
SEC. 142. MANAGEMENT OF CORPORATION.

(a) BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF CORPORATION.—
(1) CHANGE IN COMPOSITION.—Section 505 of

the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1505)
is amended by striking the section heading,
‘‘SEC. 505.’’, and subsection (a) and inserting
the following:
‘‘SEC. 505. MANAGEMENT OF CORPORATION.

‘‘(a) BOARD OF DIRECTORS.—
‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The management of the

Corporation shall be vested in a Board of Direc-
tors subject to the general supervision of the
Secretary.

‘‘(2) COMPOSITION.—The Board shall consist
of only the following members:

‘‘(A) The manager of the Corporation, who
shall serve as a nonvoting ex officio member.

‘‘(B) The Under Secretary of Agriculture re-
sponsible for the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram.

‘‘(C) 1 additional Under Secretary of Agri-
culture (as designated by the Secretary).

‘‘(D) The Chief Economist of the Department
of Agriculture.

‘‘(E) 1 person experienced in the crop insur-
ance business.

‘‘(F) 1 person experienced in reinsurance or
the regulation of insurance.

‘‘(G) 4 active producers who are policy hold-
ers, are from different geographic areas of the
United States, and represent a cross-section of
agricultural commodities grown in the United
States, including at least 1 specialty crop pro-
ducer.

‘‘(3) APPOINTMENT OF PRIVATE SECTOR MEM-
BERS.—The members of the Board described in
subparagraphs (E), (F), and (G) of paragraph
(2)—

‘‘(A) shall be appointed by, and hold office at
the pleasure of, the Secretary;

‘‘(B) shall not be otherwise employed by the
Federal Government;

‘‘(C) shall be appointed to staggered 4-year
terms, as determined by the Secretary; and

‘‘(D) shall serve not more than 2 consecutive
terms.

‘‘(4) CHAIRPERSON.—The Board shall select a
member of the Board to serve as Chairperson.’’.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—The initial members of
the Board of Directors of the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation required to be appointed
under section 505(a)(3) of the Federal Crop In-
surance Act (as amended by paragraph (1))
shall be appointed during the period beginning
February 1, 2001, and ending April 1, 2001.

(3) EFFECT ON EXISTING BOARD.—A member of
the Board of Directors of the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation on the date of enactment of
this Act may continue to serve as a member of
the Board until the members referred to in para-
graph (2) are first appointed.

(b) EXPERT REVIEW OF POLICIES, PLANS OF IN-
SURANCE, AND RELATED MATERIAL.—Section 505
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1505) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(e) EXPERT REVIEW OF POLICIES, PLANS OF
INSURANCE, AND RELATED MATERIAL.—

‘‘(1) REVIEW BY EXPERTS.—The Board shall
establish procedures under which any policy or
plan of insurance, as well as any related mate-
rial or modification of such a policy or plan of
insurance, to be offered under this title shall be
subject to independent reviews by persons expe-
rienced as actuaries and in underwriting, as de-
termined by the Board.

‘‘(2) REVIEW OF CORPORATION POLICIES AND
PLANS.—Except as provided in paragraph (3),
the Board shall contract with at least 5 persons
to each conduct a review of the policy or plan
of insurance, of whom—

‘‘(A) not more than 1 person may be employed
by the Federal Government; and

‘‘(B) at least 1 person must be designated by
approved insurance providers pursuant to pro-
cedures determined by the Board.

‘‘(3) REVIEW OF PRIVATE SUBMISSIONS.—If the
reviews under paragraph (1) cover a policy or
plan of insurance, or any related material or
modification of a policy or plan of insurance,
submitted under section 508(h)—

‘‘(A) the Board shall contract with at least 5
persons to each conduct a review of the policy
or plan of insurance, of whom—

‘‘(i) not more than 1 person may be employed
by the Federal Government; and

‘‘(ii) none may be employed by an approved
insurance provider; and

‘‘(B) each review must be completed and sub-
mitted to the Board not later than 30 days prior
to the end of the 120-day period described in sec-
tion 508(h)(4)(D).

‘‘(4) CONSIDERATION OF REVIEWS.—The Board
shall include reviews conducted under this sub-
section as part of the consideration of any pol-
icy or plan or insurance, or any related material
or modification of a policy or plan of insurance,
proposed to be offered under this title.

‘‘(5) FUNDING OF REVIEWS.—Each contract to
conduct a review under this subsection shall be
funded from amounts made available under sec-
tion 516(b)(2)(A)(ii).

‘‘(6) RELATION TO OTHER AUTHORITY.—The
contract authority provided in this subsection is
in addition to any other contracting authority
that may be exercised by the Board under sec-
tion 506(l).’’.
SEC. 143. CONTRACTING FOR RATING OF PLANS

OF INSURANCE.
Section 507(c)(2) of the Federal Crop Insur-

ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1507(c)(2)) is amended—
(1) by striking ‘‘actuarial, loss adjustment,’’

and inserting ‘‘actuarial services, services relat-
ing to loss adjustment and rating plans of insur-
ance,’’; and
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(2) by inserting after ‘‘private sector’’ the fol-

lowing: ‘‘and to enable the Corporation to con-
centrate on regulating the provision of insur-
ance under this title and evaluating new prod-
ucts and materials submitted under section
508(h) or 523’’.
SEC. 144. ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF CROP IN-

SURANCE INFORMATION.
Section 508(a)(5) of the Federal Crop Insur-

ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)(5)) is amended—
(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and

(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and mov-
ing such clauses 2 ems to the right;

(2) by striking ‘‘The Corporation’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(A) AVAILABLE INFORMATION.—The Corpora-
tion’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) USE OF ELECTRONIC METHODS.—
‘‘(i) DISSEMINATION BY CORPORATION.—The

Corporation shall make the information de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) available electroni-
cally to producers and approved insurance pro-
viders.

‘‘(ii) SUBMISSION TO CORPORATION.—To the
maximum extent practicable, the Corporation
shall allow producers and approved insurance
providers to use electronic methods to submit in-
formation required by the Corporation.’’.
SEC. 145. ADEQUATE COVERAGE FOR STATES.

Section 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insurance
Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘‘(7) ADEQUATE COVERAGE FOR STATES.—
‘‘(A) DEFINITION OF ADEQUATELY SERVED.—In

this paragraph, the term ‘adequately served’
means having a participation rate that is at
least 50 percent of the national average partici-
pation rate.

‘‘(B) REVIEW.—The Board shall review the
policies and plans of insurance that are offered
by approved insurance providers under this title
to determine if each State is adequately served
by the policies and plans of insurance.

‘‘(C) REPORT.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 30 days after

completion of the review under subparagraph
(B), the Board shall submit to Congress a report
on the results of the review.

‘‘(ii) RECOMMENDATIONS.—The report shall in-
clude recommendations to increase participation
in States that are not adequately served by the
policies and plans of insurance.’’.
SEC. 146. SUBMISSION OF POLICIES AND MATE-

RIALS TO BOARD.
(a) PERSONS AUTHORIZED TO SUBMIT.—Sec-

tion 508(h)(1) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1508(h)(1)) is amended by inserting
after ‘‘a person’’ the following: ‘‘(including an
approved insurance provider, a college or uni-
versity, a cooperative or trade association, or
any other person)’’.

(b) SALE BY APPROVED INSURANCE PRO-
VIDERS.—Section 508(h)(3) of the Federal Crop
Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)(3)) is amended
in the first sentence by inserting after ‘‘for sale’’
the following: ‘‘by approved insurance pro-
viders’’.

(c) GUIDELINES FOR SUBMISSION AND RE-
VIEW.—Section 508(h)(4) of the Federal Crop In-
surance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(h)(4)) is amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (A) and inserting
the following:

‘‘(A) CONFIDENTIALITY.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A proposal submitted to the

Board under this subsection (including any in-
formation generated from the proposal) shall be
considered to be confidential commercial or fi-
nancial information for the purposes of section
552(b)(4) of title 5, United States Code.

‘‘(ii) STANDARD OF CONFIDENTIALITY.—If in-
formation concerning a proposal could be with-
held by the Secretary under the standard for
privileged or confidential information pertaining
to trade secrets and commercial or financial in-
formation under section 552(b)(4) of title 5,
United States Code, the information shall not be
released to the public.

‘‘(iii) APPLICATION.—This subparagraph shall
apply with respect to a proposal only during the
period preceding any approval of the proposal
by the Board.’’;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘PER-
SONAL PRESENTATION.—’’ before ‘‘The’’; and

(3) by striking subparagraphs (C) and (D) and
inserting the following:

‘‘(C) NOTIFICATION OF INTENT TO DIS-
APPROVE.—

‘‘(i) TIME PERIOD.—The Board shall provide
an applicant with notification of intent to dis-
approve a proposal not later than 30 days prior
to making the disapproval.

‘‘(ii) MODIFICATION OF APPLICATION.—
‘‘(I) AUTHORITY.—An applicant that receives

the notification may modify the application,
and such application, as modified, shall be con-
sidered by the Board in the manner provided in
subparagraph (D) within the 30-day period be-
ginning on the date the modified application is
submitted.

‘‘(II) TIME PERIOD.—Clause (i) shall not apply
to the Board’s consideration of the modified ap-
plication.

‘‘(iii) EXPLANATION.—Any notification of in-
tent to disapprove a policy or other material
submitted under this subsection shall be accom-
panied by a complete explanation as to the rea-
sons for the Board’s intention to deny approval.

‘‘(D) DETERMINATION TO APPROVE OR DIS-
APPROVE POLICIES OR MATERIALS.—

‘‘(i) TIME PERIOD.—Not later than 120 days
after a policy or other material is submitted
under this subsection, the Board shall make a
determination to approve or disapprove the pol-
icy or material.

‘‘(ii) EXPLANATION.—Any determination by
the Board to disapprove any policy or other ma-
terial shall be accompanied by a complete expla-
nation of the reasons for the Board’s decision to
deny approval.

‘‘(iii) FAILURE TO MEET DEADLINE.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this title, if the
Board fails to make a determination within the
prescribed time period, the submitted policy or
other material shall be deemed approved by the
Board for the initial reinsurance year des-
ignated for the policy or material, unless the
Board and the applicant agree to an exten-
sion.’’.

(d) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 508(h)
of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(h)) is amended—

(1) by striking paragraphs (6), (8), (9), and
(10); and

(2) by redesignating paragraph (7) as para-
graph (6).
SEC. 147. FUNDING.

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—Sec-
tion 516(a)(2) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
(7 U.S.C. 1516(a)(2)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘years—’’ and inserting ‘‘years
the following:’’;

(2) by capitalizing the first letter of the first
word of each subparagraph;

(3) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (A) and inserting a period; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) Costs associated with the conduct of live-

stock and wild salmon pilot programs carried
out under section 523, subject to the limitations
in subsections (a)(3)(E)(ii) and (b)(10) of section
523.

‘‘(D) Costs associated with the reimbursement,
contracting, and partnerships for research and
development under section 522.’’.

(b) PAYMENT OF GENERAL CORPORATION EX-
PENSES FROM INSURANCE FUND.—Section
516(b)(1) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1516(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘including—’’ and inserting
‘‘including the following:’’;

(2) by capitalizing the first letter of the first
word of each subparagraph;

(3) by striking the semicolon at the end of sub-
paragraph (A) and inserting a period;

(4) by striking ‘‘; and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B) and inserting a period; and

(5) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(D) Costs associated with the conduct of live-

stock and wild salmon pilot programs carried
out under section 523, subject to the limitations
in subsections (a)(3)(E)(ii) and (b)(10) of section
523.

‘‘(E) Costs associated with the reimbursement,
contracting, and partnerships for research and
development under section 522.’’.

(c) EXPEDITED CONSIDERATION AND IMPLEMEN-
TATION OF POLICIES, PLANS OF INSURANCE, AND
RELATED MATERIALS.—Section 516(b)(2) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1516(b)(2))
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
EXPENSES.—’’ and inserting ‘‘POLICY CONSIDER-
ATION AND IMPLEMENTATION.—’’;

(2) in subparagraph (A)—
(A) by striking ‘‘may pay from’’ and inserting

‘‘may use’’;
(B) by striking ‘‘research and development ex-

penses of the Corporation’’; and
(C) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting the following: ‘‘, to pay the following:
‘‘(i) Costs associated with the consideration

and implementation of policies, plans of insur-
ance, and related materials submitted under sec-
tion 508(h) or developed under section 522 or 523.

‘‘(ii) Costs to contract for the review of poli-
cies, plans of insurance, and related materials
under section 505(e) and to contract for other
assistance in considering policies, plans of in-
surance, and related materials.’’; and

(3) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘research
and development’’.

(d) DEPOSITS TO INSURANCE FUND.—Section
516(c)(1) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1516(c)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘income and’’ and inserting
‘‘income,’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘, and civil fines collected
under section 515(h)’’ after ‘‘(a)(2)’’.
SEC. 148. STANDARD REINSURANCE AGREEMENT.

Notwithstanding section 536 of the Agricul-
tural Research, Extension, and Education Re-
form Act of 1998 (7 U.S.C. 1506 note; Public Law
105–185), the Federal Crop Insurance Corpora-
tion may renegotiate the Standard Reinsurance
Agreement once during the 2001 through 2005 re-
insurance years.

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous
CHAPTER 1—OTHER PROVISIONS

SEC. 161. LIMITATION ON REVENUE COVERAGE
FOR POTATOES.

Section 508(a)(3) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)(3)), as amended by
section 123, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON REVENUE COVERAGE FOR
POTATOES.—No policy or plan of insurance pro-
vided under this title (including a policy or plan
of insurance approved by the Board under sub-
section (h)) shall cover losses due to a reduction
in revenue for potatoes except as covered under
a whole farm policy or plan of insurance, as de-
termined by the Corporation.’’.
SEC. 162. CROP INSURANCE COVERAGE FOR COT-

TON AND RICE.
Section 508(a) of the Federal Crop Insurance

Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(a)), as amended by 145, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(8) SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR COTTON AND
RICE.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
this title, beginning with the 2001 crops of up-
land cotton, extra long staple cotton, and rice,
the Corporation shall offer plans of insurance,
including prevented planting coverage and re-
planting coverage, under this title that cover
losses of upland cotton, extra long staple cotton,
and rice resulting from failure of irrigation
water supplies due to drought and saltwater in-
trusion.’’.
SEC. 163. INDEMNITY PAYMENTS FOR CERTAIN

PRODUCERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, notwithstanding section
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508(c)(5) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1508(c)(5)), a producer that purchased a
1999 Crop Revenue Coverage policy for a com-
modity covered by Bulletin MGR–99–004 (as in
effect before being voided by subsection (d)) by
the sales closing date prescribed in the actuarial
documents in the county where the policy was
sold shall receive an indemnity payment in ac-
cordance with the policy.

(b) BASE AND HARVEST PRICES.—The base
price and harvest price under the policy for a
commodity described in subsection (a) shall be
determined in accordance with the Commodity
Exchange Endorsement published by the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Corporation on July 14,
1998 (63 Fed. Reg. 37829).

(c) REINSURANCE.—Subject to subsection (b),
notwithstanding section 508(c)(5) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(c)(5)), the
Corporation shall provide reinsurance with re-
spect to the policy in accordance with the
Standard Reinsurance Agreement.

(d) VOIDING OF BULLETIN.—Bulletin MGR–99–
004, issued by the Administrator of the Risk
Management Agency of the Department of Agri-
culture, is void.

(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section takes effect
on October 1, 2000.
SEC. 164. SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING THE

FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE PRO-
GRAM.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) farmer-owned cooperatives play a valuable

role in achieving the purposes of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.) by—

(A) encouraging producer participation in the
Federal crop insurance program;

(B) improving the delivery system for crop in-
surance; and

(C) helping to develop new and improved in-
surance products;

(2) the Risk Management Agency, through its
regulatory activities, should encourage efforts
by farmer-owned cooperatives to promote appro-
priate risk management strategies among their
membership;

(3) partnerships between approved insurance
providers and farmer-owned cooperatives pro-
vide opportunity for agricultural producers to
obtain needed insurance coverage on a more
competitive basis and at a lower cost;

(4) the Risk Management Agency is following
an appropriate regulatory process to ensure the
continued participation by farmer-owned co-
operatives in the delivery of crop insurance;

(5) efforts by the Risk Management Agency to
finalize regulations that would incorporate the
currently approved business practices of co-
operatives participating in the Federal crop in-
surance program should be commended; and

(6) not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Corporation should complete promulgation
of the proposed rule entitled ‘‘General Adminis-
trative Regulations; Premium Reductions; Pay-
ment of Rebates, Dividends, and Patronage Re-
funds; and Payments to Insured-Owned and
Record-Controlling Entities’’, published by the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation on May 12,
1999 (64 Fed. Reg. 25464), in a manner that—

(A) effectively responds to comments received
from the public during the rulemaking process;

(B) provides an effective opportunity for farm-
er-owned cooperatives to assist the members of
the cooperatives to obtain crop insurance and
participate most effectively in the Federal crop
insurance program;

(C) incorporates the currently approved busi-
ness practices of farmer-owned cooperatives par-
ticipating in the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram; and

(D) protects the interests of agricultural pro-
ducers.
SEC. 165. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON RURAL AMER-

ICA, INCLUDING MINORITY AND LIM-
ITED-RESOURCE FARMERS.

It is the sense of Congress that—
(1) rural America, including minority and lim-

ited resource farmers, has not experienced this
recent period of economic prosperity;

(2) as a result of sustained low commodity
prices, they face significant challenges,
including—

(A) a depressed farm economy;
(B) a loss of business and jobs on rural main

streets;
(C) a reduction of capital investment; and
(D) a loss of independent farmers;
(3) Congress applauds American farmers and

rural advocates, including the organizers of the
Rally for Rural America, for their efforts in call-
ing this situation to the public’s attention; and

(4) Congress is committed to responding to the
concerns of rural America and pledges to devote
full attention to making necessary changes to
Federal agricultural programs in a manner that
will—

(A) alleviate the agricultural price crisis;
(B) ensure competitive markets by empowering

farm families;
(C) ensure that all farmers, including minority

and limited-resource farmers, participate fully
in the benefits of those programs;

(D) invest in rural education and health;
(E) increase resources for outreach and tech-

nical farming assistance;
(F) conserve our natural resources for future

generations; and
(G) ensure a safe and secure food supply for

all.
Subtitle F—Effective Dates and

Implementation
SEC. 171. EFFECTIVE DATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), this Act and the amendments made
by this Act take effect on the date of enactment
of this Act.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
(1) 2001 FISCAL YEAR.—The following provi-

sions and the amendments made by the provi-
sions take effect on October 1, 2000:

(A) Subtitle C.
(B) Section 146.
(C) Section 163.
(2) 2001 CROP YEAR.—The amendments made

by the following provisions apply beginning
with the 2001 crop of an agricultural commodity:

(A) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 101.
(B) Section 102(a).
(C) Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 103.
(D) Section 104.
(E) Section 105(b).
(F) Section 108.
(G) Section 109.
(H) Section 162.
(3) 2001 REINSURANCE YEAR.—The amendments

made by the following provisions apply begin-
ning with the 2001 reinsurance year:

(A) Section 101(d).
(B) Section 102(b).
(C) Section 103(d).

SEC. 172. REGULATIONS.
Not later than 120 days after the date of en-

actment of this Act, the Secretary of Agriculture
shall promulgate regulations to carry out this
Act and the amendments made by this Act.
SEC. 173. SAVINGS CLAUSE.

The Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501
et seq.) and section 196 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (7
U.S.C. 7333), as in effect on day before the date
of the enactment of this Act, shall—

(1) continue to apply with respect to the 1999
crop year; and

(2) apply with respect to the 2000 crop year, to
the extent the application of an amendment
made by this Act is delayed under section 171(b)
or by the terms of the amendment.

TITLE II—AGRICULTURAL ASSISTANCE
Subtitle A—Market Loss Assistance

SEC. 201. MARKET LOSS ASSISTANCE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture

(referred to in this title as the ‘‘Secretary’’)
shall use funds of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration to provide assistance in the form of a
market loss assistance payment to owners and

producers on a farm that are eligible for a final
payment for fiscal year 2000 under a production
flexibility contract for the farm under the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et
seq.).

(b) AMOUNT AND MANNER.—In providing pay-
ments under this section, the Secretary shall—

(1) use the same contract payment rates as are
used under section 802(b) of the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
2000 (7 U.S.C. 1421 note; Public Law 106–78);
and

(2) provide the payments in a manner that is
consistent with section 802(c) of that Act.

(c) TIMING.—The Secretary shall make the
payments required by this section not earlier
than September 1, 2000, and not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2000.
SEC. 202. OILSEEDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use
$500,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make payments to producers of
the 2000 crop of oilseeds that are eligible to ob-
tain a marketing assistance loan under section
131 of the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7231).

(b) COMPUTATION.—A payment to producers
on a farm under this section for an oilseed shall
be equal to the product obtained by
multiplying—

(1) a payment rate determined by the Sec-
retary;

(2) the acreage of the producers on the farm
for the oilseed, as determined under subsection
(c); and

(3) the yield of the producers on the farm for
the oilseed, as determined under subsection (d).

(c) ACREAGE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the acreage of the producers on the
farm for an oilseed under subsection (b)(2) shall
be equal to the number of acres planted to the
oilseed by the producers on the farm during the
1997, 1998, or 1999 crop year, whichever is great-
est, as reported by the producers on the farm to
the Secretary (including any acreage reports
that are filed late).

(2) NEW PRODUCERS.—In the case of producers
on a farm that planted acreage to an oilseed
during the 2000 crop year but not the 1997, 1998,
or 1999 crop year, the acreage of the producers
for the oilseed under subsection (b)(2) shall be
equal to the number of acres planted to the oil-
seed by the producers on the farm during the
2000 crop year, as reported by the producers on
the farm to the Secretary (including any acre-
age reports that are filed late).

(d) YIELD.—
(1) SOYBEANS.—Except as provided in para-

graph (3), in the case of soybeans, the yield of
the producers on a farm under subsection (b)(3)
shall be equal to the greatest of—

(A) the average county yield per harvested
acre for each of the 1995 through 1999 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre; or

(B) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 1997, 1998, or 1999 crop year.

(2) OTHER OILSEEDS.—Except as provided in
paragraph (3), in the case of oilseeds other than
soybeans, the yield of the producers on a farm
under subsection (b)(3) shall be equal to the
greatest of—

(A) the average national yield per harvested
acre for each of the 1995 through 1999 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre; or

(B) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 1997, 1998, or 1999 crop year.

(3) NEW PRODUCERS.—In the case of producers
on a farm that planted acreage to an oilseed
during the 2000 crop year but not the 1997, 1998,
or 1999 crop year, the yield of the producers on
a farm under subsection (b)(3) shall be equal to
the greater of—
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(A) the average county yield per harvested

acre for each of the 1995 through 1999 crop
years, excluding the crop year with the highest
yield per harvested acre and the crop year with
the lowest yield per harvested acre; or

(B) the actual yield of the producers on the
farm for the 2000 crop.

(4) DATA SOURCE.—To the maximum extent
available, the Secretary shall use data provided
by the National Agricultural Statistics Service to
carry out this subsection.
SEC. 203. SPECIALTY CROPS.

(a) REPLENISHMENT OF PERISHABLE AGRICUL-
TURAL COMMODITIES ACT FUND.—Of the amount
made available under section 261(a)(2),
$30,450,000 shall—

(1) be deposited in the Perishable Agricultural
Commodities Act Fund established by section
3(b)(5) of the Perishable Agricultural Commod-
ities Act, 1930 (7 U.S.C. 499c(b)(5));

(2) be merged with other amounts in the Per-
ishable Agricultural Commodities Act Fund; and

(3) be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as other amounts in the
Perishable Agricultural Commodities Act Fund.

(b) REPLENISHMENT OF TRUST FUNDS FOR
SERVICES UNDER AGRICULTURAL MARKETING ACT
OF 1946.—Of the amount made available under
section 261(a)(2), $29,000,000 shall—

(1) be deposited in the trust fund account es-
tablished to cover the cost of inspection, certifi-
cation, and identification services provided
under section 203(h) of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622(h));

(2) be merged with other amounts in the trust
fund account; and

(3) be available for the same purposes and for
the same time period as other amounts in the
trust fund account.

(c) INSPECTION SERVICES IMPROVEMENTS.—Of
the amount made available under section
261(a)(2), $11,550,000 shall be used by the Sec-
retary to improve the infrastructure and system
used for inspecting fruits and vegetables, in-
cluding improving—

(1) the program used to train inspectors, in-
cluding the establishment of an inspector train-
ing center;

(2) the technological resources used by inspec-
tors;

(3) the use of digital imaging by inspectors;
and

(4) the office space and grading tables used by
inspectors.

(d) SURPLUS CROP PURCHASES.—
(1) PURCHASES.—Of the amount made avail-

able under section 261(a)(2), $200,000,000 shall be
used by the Secretary to purchase specialty
crops that have experienced low prices during
the 1998 or 1999 crop years, including apples,
black-eyed peas, cherries, citrus, cranberries,
onions, melons, peaches, and potatoes.

(2) DISPLACEMENT.—The Secretary shall en-
sure that purchases of specialty crops under this
subsection will not displace purchases by the
Secretary under any other law.

(e) GROWER COMPENSATION.—
(1) COMPENSATION.—Of the amount made

available under section 261(a)(2), $25,000,000
shall be used by the Secretary to compensate—

(A) growers covered by the Secretary’s Dec-
laration of Extraordinary Emergency published
on March 2, 2000 (65 Fed. Reg. 11280), regarding
the plum pox virus;

(B) growers for losses due to Pierce’s disease;
and

(C) commercial producers for losses due to cit-
rus canker.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than July 19, 2000, the
Secretary, in coordination with the Inspector
General of the Department of Agriculture, shall
submit to the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives and the Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a report that analyzes—

(A) the economic losses to the produce indus-
try as a result of allegations of false inspection

certificates prepared by graders of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture at Hunts Point Terminal
Market, Bronx, New York; and

(B) the restitution by the Secretary for per-
sons damaged as a result of losses described in
subparagraph (A).

(f) APPLE LOANS.—
(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary, acting

through the Farm Service Agency, shall use
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
make loans to producers of apples that are suf-
fering economic loss as the result of low prices
for apples.

(2) TERM.—The term of a loan made under
this subsection shall be not more than 3 years.

(3) INTEREST RATE.—The interest rate for a
loan made under this subsection shall be at a
rate equal to the then current cost of money to
the Government of the United States for loans of
similar maturity.

(4) SECURITY.—The Secretary may require a
loan made under this subsection to be secured
by real property or such other collateral as the
Secretary considers appropriate and protects the
interests of the Federal Government.

(5) LIMITATION.—The cost of all loans made
under this subsection shall not exceed $5,000,000.
SEC. 204. OTHER COMMODITIES.

(a) PEANUTS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use

funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
provide payments to producers of quota peanuts
or additional peanuts to partially compensate
the producers for continuing low commodity
prices, and increasing costs of production, for
the 2000 crop year.

(2) AMOUNT.—The amount of a payment made
to producers on a farm of quota peanuts or ad-
ditional peanuts under paragraph (1) shall be
equal to the product obtained by multiplying—

(A) the quantity of quota peanuts or addi-
tional peanuts produced or considered produced
by the producers; and

(B) a payment rate equal to—
(i) in the case of quota peanuts, $30.50 per

ton; and
(ii) in the case of additional peanuts, $16.00

per ton.
(b) TOBACCO.—
(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:
(A) ELIGIBLE PERSON.—The term ‘‘eligible per-

son’’ means a person that owns or operates, or
produces eligible tobacco on, a farm—

(i) for which the quantity of quota of eligible
tobacco allotted to the farm under part I of sub-
title B of title III of the Agricultural Adjustment
Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1311 et seq.) was reduced
from the 1999 crop year to the 2000 crop year;
and

(ii) that is used for the production of eligible
tobacco during the 2000 crop year.

(B) ELIGIBLE TOBACCO.—The term ‘‘eligible to-
bacco’’ means each of the following kinds of to-
bacco:

(i) Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11,
12, 13, and 14.

(ii) Fire-cured tobacco, comprising type 21.
(iii) Burley tobacco, comprising type 31.
(iv) Cigar-filler and cigar-binder tobacco, com-

prising types 42, 43, 44, 54, and 55.
(2) PAYMENTS.—Effective beginning October 1,

2000, the Secretary shall use $340,000,000 of
funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
make payments to eligible persons.

(3) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS AMONG STATES.—
The funds made available for eligible persons
under paragraph (2) shall be allocated among
States in the following dollar amounts:

Alabama ............................. $100,000
Arkansas ............................ 1,000
Florida ............................... 2,500,000
Georgia ............................... 13,000,000
Indiana .............................. 5,400,000
Kansas ............................... 23,000
Kentucky ............................ 140,000,000
Missouri .............................. 2,000,000
North Carolina .................... 100,000,000

Ohio ................................... 6,000,000
Oklahoma ........................... 1,000
South Carolina .................... 15,000,000
Tennessee ........................... 35,000,000
Virginia .............................. 19,000,000
Wisconsin ........................... 675,000
West Virginia ...................... 1,300,000.

(4) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS AMONG FARMS IN A
STATE.—The Secretary shall divide the amount
allocated to a State under paragraph (3) among
farms in the State based on the quota of eligible
tobacco available to each farm of an eligible per-
son for the 2000 crop year.

(5) DIVISION OF FARM PAYMENTS AMONG ELIGI-
BLE PERSONS IN A STATE.—Not later than Octo-
ber 20, 2000, the Secretary shall divide amounts
made available to farms in a State under para-
graph (4) among eligible persons who are quota
owners, quota lessees, and tobacco producers on
farms in the State, and make payments to the
eligible persons, on the basis of—

(A) in the case of a State that is a party to the
National Tobacco Grower Settlement Trust, the
formula in the Trust used to allocate funds
among quota owners, quota lessees, and tobacco
producers on farms in the State, with such ad-
justments as the Secretary determines are nec-
essary to enable the payments to be made by Oc-
tober 20, 2000; or

(B) in the case of a State that is not a party
to the National Tobacco Grower Settlement
Trust, a formula established by the Secretary.

(6) PAYMENTS TO ELIGIBLE PERSONS IN GEOR-
GIA.—The Secretary shall use the amount allo-
cated to the State of Georgia under paragraph
(3) to make payments to eligible persons in Geor-
gia only if the State of Georgia agrees to use an
equal amount (not to exceed $13,000,000) to make
payments at the same time, or subsequently, to
the same eligible persons in the same manner as
provided for the Federal payment under para-
graphs (4) and (5).

(7) USE FOR ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—None of
the funds made available under paragraphs (1)
through (7) may be used to pay administrative
costs incurred in carrying out those paragraphs.

(8) TRANSFER OF ALLOTMENTS.—Section 318 of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 1314d) is amended by striking subsection
(g) and inserting the following:

‘‘(g) TRANSFER OF ALLOTMENTS.—Under this
section, the total acreage allotted to any farm
after any transfer shall not exceed 50 percent of
the acreage of cropland on the farm.’’.

(9) BURLEY TOBACCO INVENTORIES OF PRO-
DUCER ASSOCIATIONS.—Section 319(c)(3) of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1314e(c)(3)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘In’’ and
inserting ‘‘Except as provided in subparagraph
(D), in’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(D) NONAPPLICABILITY OF DOWNWARD AD-

JUSTMENT.—If the Secretary determines for any
of the 2001 or subsequent crop years that non-
committed pool stocks of Burley tobacco are
equal to or less than the reserve stock level es-
tablished under this paragraph, subparagraph
(B) shall not apply to the crop year for which
the determination is made and all subsequent
crop years.’’.

(10) LIMITATIONS ON BURLEY TOBACCO QUOTA
ADJUSTMENTS.—

(A) CARRY FORWARD ADJUSTMENT.—Section
319(e) of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938
(7 U.S.C. 1314e(e)) is amended in the fifth
sentence—

(i) by striking ‘‘: Provided, That’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, except that (1)’’; and

(ii) by inserting before the period at the end
the following: ‘‘, and (2) the aggregate of such
increases for all farms for any crop year may
not exceed 10 percent of the national basic
quota for the preceding crop year’’.

(B) LEASE AND TRANSFER OF QUOTA DUE TO
NATURAL DISASTERS.—Section 319(k) of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
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1314e(k)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) LIMITATION.—The total quantity of quota
leased or transferred to a farm during a crop
year under this subsection may not exceed 15
percent of the quota on the farm that existed
prior to any such lease or transfer for the crop
year.’’.

(11) LEASE AND TRANSFER OF BURLEY TOBACCO
QUOTA.—Section 319 of the Agricultural Adjust-
ment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1314e) is amended by
striking subsection (l) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(l) LEASE AND TRANSFER OF BURLEY TO-
BACCO QUOTA.—

‘‘(1) APPROVAL BY PRODUCERS.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this section, the
Secretary may permit the lease and transfer of
a burley tobacco quota from 1 farm in a State to
any other farm in the State if, in a statewide
referendum conducted by the Secretary, a ma-
jority of the active burley tobacco producers vot-
ing in the referendum approve the use of that
type of lease and transfer.

‘‘(2) APPLICATION.—This subsection shall
apply only to the States of Tennessee, Ohio, In-
diana, Kentucky, and Virginia.’’.

(12) RECORDKEEPING AND SALE OF BURLEY TO-
BACCO QUOTA AND ACREAGE.—Section 319 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1314e) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(m) COMPUTERIZED RECORDKEEPING SYSTEM
FOR BURLEY TOBACCO QUOTA AND ACREAGE.—

‘‘(1) PRODUCER REPORTS.—Each person that
owns a farm for which a Burley tobacco mar-
keting quota is established under this Act shall
annually file with the Secretary a report de-
scribing the acreage planted to Burley tobacco
on the farm.

‘‘(2) COMPUTERIZED RECORDKEEPING SYS-
TEM.—Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this subsection, the Secretary shall
establish a computerized recordkeeping system
that contains all information reported under
paragraph (1) and related records, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

‘‘(n) SALE OF BURLEY TOBACCO QUOTA.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of this sec-
tion, if a person that owns a farm for which a
Burley tobacco marketing quota is established
under this Act sells all or part of the acreage on
the farm to a buyer, the Secretary shall permit
the seller and buyer of the acreage to determine
the percentage of the quota that is transferred
with the acreage sold.’’.

(c) HONEY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use

funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
make available recourse loans to producers of
the 2000 crop of honey on fair and reasonable
terms and conditions, as determined by the Sec-
retary.

(2) LOAN RATE.—The loan rate for a loan
under paragraph (1) shall be equal to 85 percent
of the average price of honey during the 5-crop
year period preceding the 2000 crop year, ex-
cluding the crop year in which the average price
of honey was the highest and the crop year in
which the average price of honey was the lowest
in the period.

(d) WOOL AND MOHAIR.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use

funds of the Commodity Credit Corporation to
make payments to producers of wool, and pro-
ducers of mohair, for the 1999 marketing year

(2) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for
payments made to producers under paragraph
(1) shall be equal to—

(A) in the case of wool, 20 cents per pound;
and

(B) in the case of mohair, 40 cents per pound.
(e) COTTONSEED.—The Secretary shall use

$100,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to provide assistance to producers
and first-handlers of the 2000 crop of cottonseed.
SEC. 205. PAYMENTS IN LIEU OF LOAN DEFI-

CIENCY PAYMENTS.
(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—Effective for the

2001 crop year, in the case of a producer that

would be eligible for a loan deficiency payment
under section 135 of the Agricultural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7235) for wheat, barley,
or oats, but that elects to use acreage planted to
the wheat, barley, or oats for the grazing of
livestock, the Secretary shall make a payment to
the producer under this section if the producer
enters into an agreement with the Secretary to
forgo any other harvesting of the wheat, barley,
or oats on that acreage.

(b) PAYMENT AMOUNT.—The amount of a pay-
ment made to a producer on a farm under this
section shall be equal to the amount determined
by multiplying—

(1) the loan deficiency payment rate deter-
mined under section 135(c) of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7235(c)) in ef-
fect, as of the date of the agreement, for the
county in which the farm is located; by

(2) the payment quantity determined by
multiplying—

(A) the quantity of the grazed acreage on the
farm with respect to which the producer elects
to forgo harvesting of wheat, barley, or oats;
and

(B) the greater of—
(i) the established yield for the crop on the

farm; or
(ii) the average county yield per harvested

acre of the crop, as determined by the Secretary.
(c) TIME, MANNER, AND AVAILABILITY OF PAY-

MENT.—
(1) TIME AND MANNER.—A payment under this

section shall be made at the same time and in
the same manner as loan deficiency payments
are made under section 135 of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7235), except
that the payment shall be made not later than
September 30, 2001.

(2) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish an availability period for the payment au-
thorized by this section that is consistent with
the availability period for wheat, barley, and
oats established by the Secretary for marketing
assistance loans authorized by subtitle C of the
Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7231 et seq.).

(d) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall pro-
mulgate under section 263 such regulations as
are necessary to administer the payments au-
thorized by this section in a fair and equitable
manner with respect to producers of wheat and
feed grains that do not receive a payment under
this section.

(e) FUNDING.—The Secretary shall use funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation to carry
out this section.
SEC. 206. EXPANSION OF PRODUCERS ELIGIBLE

FOR LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.
(a) ELIGIBLE PRODUCERS.—Section 135(a) of

the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7
U.S.C. 7235(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘to producers’’ and inserting
‘‘to—

‘‘(1) producers’’;
(2) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘; and’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(2) effective only for the 2000 crop year, pro-

ducers that, although not eligible to obtain such
a marketing assistance loan under section 131,
produce a contract commodity.’’.

(b) CALCULATION.—Section 135(b)(2) of the Ag-
ricultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C.
7235(b)(2)) is amended by striking ‘‘that the pro-
ducers’’ and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting the following: ‘‘pro-
duced by the eligible producers, excluding any
quantity for which the producers obtain a loan
under section 131.’’.

(c) TRANSITION; BENEFICIAL INTEREST.—Sec-
tion 135 of the Agricultural Market Transition
Act (7 U.S.C. 7235) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘‘(e) TRANSITION.—A payment to a producer
eligible for a payment under subsection (a)(2)
that harvested a commodity on or before the
date that is 30 days after the promulgation of

the regulations implementing subsection (a)(2)
shall be determined as the date the producer lost
beneficial interest in the commodity, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

‘‘(f) BENEFICIAL INTEREST.—Subject to sub-
section (e), a producer shall be eligible for a
payment under this section only if the producer
has a beneficial interest in the commodity, as
determined by the Secretary.’’.

Subtitle B—Conservation
SEC. 211. CONSERVATION ASSISTANCE.

(a) FARMLAND PROTECTION.—For the purposes
described in section 388 of the Federal Agri-
culture Improvement and Reform Act of 1996 (16
U.S.C. 3830 note; Public Law 104–127), the Sec-
retary shall use $10,000,000 of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to make payments
to—

(1) any agency of any State or local govern-
ment, or federally recognized Indian tribe, in-
cluding farmland protection boards and land re-
source councils established under State law; and

(2) any organization that—
(A) is organized for, and at all times since the

formation of the organization has been operated
principally for, 1 or more of the conservation
purposes specified in clause (i), (ii), or (iii) of
section 170(h)(4)(A) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986;

(B) is an organization described in section
501(c)(3) of that Code that is exempt from tax-
ation under section 501(a) of that Code;

(C) is described in section 509(a)(2) of that
Code; or

(D) is described in section 509(a)(3) of that
Code and is controlled by an organization de-
scribed in section 509(a)(2) of that Code.

(b) SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION ASSIST-
ANCE.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall use
$40,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to provide financial assistance to
farmers and ranchers to—

(A) address threats to soil, water, and related
natural resources, including grazing land, wet-
land, and wildlife habitat;

(B) comply with Federal and State environ-
mental laws; and

(C) make beneficial, cost-effective changes to
cropping systems, grazing management, manure,
nutrient, pest, or irrigation management, land
uses, or other measures needed to conserve and
improve soil, water, and related natural re-
sources.

(2) TYPE OF ASSISTANCE.—Assistance under
this subsection may be made in the form of cost
share payments or incentive payments, as deter-
mined by the Secretary.

(3) AREAS.—The Secretary shall provide as-
sistance under this subsection to areas that are
not designated under section 1230(c) of the Food
Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3830(c)).
SEC. 212. CONDITION ON DEVELOPMENT OF LIT-

TLE DARBY NATIONAL WILDLIFE
REFUGE, OHIO.

The Secretary of the Interior, acting through
the Director of the United States Fish and Wild-
life Service, shall prepare an environmental im-
pact statement pursuant to the National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et
seq.) before proceeding with any further devel-
opment of the Little Darby National Wildlife
Refuge in Madison and Union Counties, Ohio.

Subtitle C—Research
SEC. 221. CARBON CYCLE RESEARCH.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount made avail-
able under section 261(a)(2), the Secretary shall
use $15,000,000 to provide a grant to the Consor-
tium for Agricultural Soils Mitigation of Green-
house Gases, acting through Kansas State Uni-
versity, to develop, analyze, and implement,
through the land grant universities described in
subsection (b), carbon cycle research at the na-
tional, regional, and local levels.

(b) LAND GRANT UNIVERSITIES.—The land
grant universities referred to in subsection (a)
are the following:
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(1) Colorado State University.
(2) Iowa State University.
(3) Kansas State University.
(4) Michigan State University.
(5) Montana State University.
(6) Purdue University.
(7) Ohio State University.
(8) Texas A & M University.
(9) University of Nebraska.
(c) USE.—Land grant universities described in

subsection (b) shall use funds made available
under this section—

(1) to conduct research to improve the sci-
entific basis of using land management practices
to increase soil carbon sequestration, including
research on the use of new technologies to in-
crease carbon cycle effectiveness, such as bio-
technology and nanotechnology;

(2) to enter into partnerships to identify, de-
velop, and evaluate agricultural best practices,
including partnerships between—

(A) Federal, State, or private entities; and
(B) the Department of Agriculture;
(3) to develop necessary computer models to

predict and assess the carbon cycle;
(4) to estimate and develop mechanisms to

measure carbon levels made available as a result
of—

(A) voluntary Federal conservation programs;
(B) private and Federal forests; and
(C) other land uses;
(5) to develop outreach programs, in coordina-

tion with Extension Services, to share informa-
tion on carbon cycle and agricultural best prac-
tices that is useful to agricultural producers;
and

(6) to collaborate with the Great Plains Re-
gional Earth Science Application Center to de-
velop a space-based carbon cycle remote sensing
technology program to—

(A) provide, on a near-continual basis, a real-
time and comprehensive view of vegetation con-
ditions;

(B) assess and model agricultural carbon se-
questration; and

(C) develop commercial products.
(d) ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS.—Not more than 3

percent of the funds made available under sub-
section (a) may be used by the Secretary to pay
administrative costs incurred in carrying out
this section.
SEC. 222. TOBACCO RESEARCH FOR MEDICINAL

PURPOSES.
(a) ASSISTANCE.—Of the amount made avail-

able under section 261(a)(2), the Secretary, act-
ing through the Cooperative State Research,
Education, and Extension Service, shall use
$3,000,000 to provide a grant jointly to George-
town University and North Carolina State Uni-
versity to conduct research regarding the extrac-
tion and purification of proteins from geneti-
cally altered tobacco that may be used as a vac-
cine for cervical cancer.

(b) RELATION TO OTHER LAW.—The Secretary
may make the grant described in subsection (a)
notwithstanding any general prohibition on the
use of appropriated funds to carry out research
related to the production, processing, or mar-
keting of tobacco or tobacco products.
SEC. 223. RESEARCH ON SOIL SCIENCE AND FOR-

EST HEALTH MANAGEMENT.
Of the amount made available under section

261(a)(2), the Secretary shall use $10,000,000 to
provide a grant to the University of Nebraska in
Lincoln, Nebraska, for laboratories and equip-
ment for research on soil science and forest
health and management.
SEC. 224. RESEARCH ON WASTE STREAMS FROM

LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION.
Of the amount made available under section

261(a)(2), the Secretary shall use $3,500,000 to
expand current research related to technologies
for—

(1) reducing, modifying, recycling, and using
waste streams from livestock production; and

(2) eliminating associated air, water, and soil
quality problems.

SEC. 225. IMPROVED STORAGE AND MANAGE-
MENT OF LIVESTOCK AND POULTRY
WASTE.

(a) ASSISTANCE.—Of the amount made avail-
able under section 261(a)(2), the Secretary shall
use $5,000,000—

(1) to review and assess the actual or potential
failure of waste storage and handling systems
used in livestock or poultry production and the
environmental damages associated with the fail-
ure of the systems; and

(2) to study and demonstrate appropriate mar-
ket-oriented mechanisms to assist livestock pro-
ducers and poultry producers to prevent the
failure of the systems and rectify environmental
damages associated with the failure of the sys-
tems.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary shall
carry out this section through grants, contracts,
and cooperative agreements with livestock pro-
ducers, poultry producers, associations of such
producers, and foundations supported by such
producers.
SEC. 226. ETHANOL RESEARCH PILOT PLANT.

Of the amount made available under section
261(a)(2), the Secretary shall use $14,000,000 to
provide a grant to the State of Illinois to com-
plete the construction of a corn-based ethanol
research pilot plant (agreement #59-3601-7-078)
at Southern Illinois University, Edwardsville, Il-
linois.
SEC. 227. BIOINFORMATICS INSTITUTE FOR

MODEL PLANT SPECIES.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSE.—The Sec-

retary, acting through the Agricultural Re-
search Service, may enter into a cooperative
agreement with the National Center for Genome
Resources in Santa Fe, New Mexico, New Mex-
ico State University, and Iowa State University,
for the establishment and operation of an insti-
tute (to be known as the ‘‘Bioinformatics Insti-
tute for Model Plant Species’’) in Santa Fe, New
Mexico, for the purpose of enhancing the acces-
sibility and utility of genomic information for
plant genetic research.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to carry
out this section—

(1) $3,000,000 for the purpose of establishing
the Institute under subsection (a); and

(2) such sums as may be necessary for each
fiscal year to carry out the cooperative agree-
ment authorized by subsection (a).

Subtitle D—Agricultural Marketing
SEC. 231. VALUE-ADDED AGRICULTURAL PROD-

UCT MARKET DEVELOPMENT
GRANTS.

(a) GRANT PROGRAM.—
(1) ESTABLISHMENT AND PURPOSES.—Of the

amount made available under section 261(a)(2),
$15,000,000 shall be used by the Secretary to
award competitive grants to eligible independent
producers (as determined by the Secretary) of
value-added agricultural commodities and prod-
ucts of agricultural commodities to assist an eli-
gible producer—

(A) to develop a business plan for viable mar-
keting opportunities for a value-added agricul-
tural commodity or product of an agricultural
commodity; or

(B) to develop strategies for the ventures that
are intended to create marketing opportunities
for the producers.

(2) AMOUNT OF GRANT.—The total amount
provided under this subsection to a grant recipi-
ent may not exceed $500,000.

(3) PRODUCER STRATEGIES.—A producer that
receives a grant under paragraph (1) shall use
the grant—

(A) to develop a business plan or perform a
feasibility study to establish a viable marketing
opportunity for a value-added agricultural com-
modity or product of an agricultural commodity;
or

(B) to provide capital to establish alliances or
business ventures that allow the producer to
better compete in domestic or international mar-
kets.

(b) AGRICULTURAL MARKETING RESOURCE CEN-
TER PILOT PROJECT.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding the
limitation on grants in subsection (a)(2), the
Secretary shall not use more than $5,000,000 of
the funds made available under subsection (a)
to establish a pilot project (to be known as the
‘‘Agricultural Marketing Resource Center’’) at
an eligible institution described in paragraph (2)
that will—

(A) develop a resource center with electronic
capabilities to coordinate and provide to inde-
pendent producers and processors (as deter-
mined by the Secretary) of value-added agricul-
tural commodities and products of agricultural
commodities information regarding research,
business, legal, financial, or logistical assist-
ance; and

(B) develop a strategy to establish a nation-
wide market information and coordination sys-
tem.

(2) ELIGIBLE INSTITUTION.—To be eligible to
receive funding to establish the Agricultural
Marketing Resource Center, an applicant shall
demonstrate to the Secretary—

(A) the capacity and technical expertise to
provide the services described in paragraph
(1)(A);

(B) an established plan outlining support of
the applicant in the agricultural community;
and

(C) the availability of resources (in cash or in
kind) of definite value to sustain the Center fol-
lowing establishment.

(c) MATCHING FUNDS.—A recipient of funds
under subsection (a) or (b) shall contribute an
amount of non-Federal funds that is at least
equal to the amount of Federal funds received.

(d) LIMITATION.—Funds provided under this
section may not be used for—

(1) planning, repair, rehabilitation, acquisi-
tion, or construction of a building or facility
(including a processing facility); or

(2) the purchase, rental, or installation of
fixed equipment.

Subtitle E—Nutrition Programs
SEC. 241. CALCULATION OF MINIMUM AMOUNT OF

COMMODITIES FOR SCHOOL LUNCH
REQUIREMENTS.

(a) FISCAL YEAR 2000.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, in addition to any assist-
ance provided under any other provision of law,
of the amount made available under section
261(a)(1), the Secretary shall use $34,000,000 in
fiscal year 2000 to purchase commodities of the
type provided under section 6 of the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1755) for distribution to schools participating in
the school lunch program established under that
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.).

(b) FISCAL YEAR 2001.—Section 6(e)(1)(B) of
the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1755(e)(1)(B)) is amended by
striking ‘‘2000’’ and inserting ‘‘2001’’.

(c) ADDITIONAL COMMODITIES IN FISCAL YEAR
2001.—Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, in addition to any assistance provided
under any other provision of law (including the
amendment made by subsection (b)), of the
amount made available under section 261(a)(2),
the Secretary shall use $21,000,000 in fiscal year
2001 to purchase commodities of the type pro-
vided under section 6 of the Richard B. Russell
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1755) for
distribution to schools participating in the
school lunch program established under that
Act (42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.).

(d) DISTRIBUTION TO SCHOOLS.—The commod-
ities purchased under subsections (a) and (c)
shall, to the maximum extent practicable, be dis-
tributed in the same manner as commodities are
distributed under section 6 of the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1755).
SEC. 242. SCHOOL LUNCH DATA.

(a) LIMITED WAIVER OF CONFIDENTIALITY RE-
QUIREMENT.—
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(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 9(b)(2)(C)(iii) of the

Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(2)(C)(iii)) is amended—

(A) in subclause (II), by striking ‘‘and’’ at the
end;

(B) in subclause (III), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(IV) a person directly connected with the ad-

ministration of the State medicaid program
under title XIX of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1396 et seq.) or the State children’s
health insurance program under title XXI of
that Act (42 U.S.C. 1397aa et seq.) solely for the
purpose of identifying children eligible for bene-
fits under, and enrolling children in, such pro-
grams, except that this subclause shall apply
only to the extent that the State and the school
food authority so elect.’’.

(2) CERTIFICATION AND NOTIFICATION.—Section
9(b)(2)(C) of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(b)(2)(C)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(vi) REQUIREMENTS FOR WAIVER OF CON-
FIDENTIALITY.—A State that elects to exercise
the option described in clause (iii)(IV) shall en-
sure that any school food authority acting in
accordance with that option—

‘‘(I) has a written agreement with the State or
local agency or agencies administering health
insurance programs for children under titles
XIX and XXI of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 1396 et seq., 1397aa et seq.) that requires
the health agencies to use the information ob-
tained under clause (iii) to seek to enroll chil-
dren in those health insurance programs; and

‘‘(II)(aa) notifies each household, the infor-
mation of which shall be disclosed under clause
(iii), that the information disclosed will be used
only to enroll children in health programs re-
ferred to in clause (iii)(IV); and

‘‘(bb) provides each parent or guardian of a
child in the household with an opportunity to
elect not to have the information disclosed.

‘‘(vii) USE OF DISCLOSED INFORMATION.—A
person to which information is disclosed under
clause (iii)(IV) shall use or disclose the informa-
tion only as necessary for the purpose of enroll-
ing children in health programs referred to in
clause (iii)(IV).’’.

(b) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 17 of the Child Nu-

trition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(r) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT RELATING TO
USE OF THE WIC PROGRAM FOR IDENTIFICATION
AND ENROLLMENT OF CHILDREN IN CERTAIN
HEALTH PROGRAMS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with para-
graph (2), the Secretary shall establish a dem-
onstration project in at least 20 local agencies in
1 State under which costs of nutrition services
and administration (as defined in subsection
(b)(4)) shall include the costs of identification of
children eligible for benefits under, and the pro-
vision of enrollment assistance for children in—

‘‘(A) the State medicaid program under title
XIX of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1396 et
seq.); and

‘‘(B) the State children’s health insurance
program under title XXI of that Act (42 U.S.C.
1397aa et seq.).

‘‘(2) STATE-RELATED REQUIREMENTS.—The
State in which a demonstration project is estab-
lished under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(A) shall operate not fewer than 20 pilot site
locations;

‘‘(B) as of the date of establishment of the
demonstration project—

‘‘(i) with respect to the programs referred to in
subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1)—

‘‘(I) shall have in use a simplified application
form with a length of not more than 2 pages;

‘‘(II) shall accept mail-in applications; and
‘‘(III) shall permit enrollment in the program

in a variety of locations; and
‘‘(ii) shall have served as an original pilot site

for the program under this section; and

‘‘(C) as of December 31, 1998, shall have had—
‘‘(i) an infant mortality rate that is above the

national average; and
‘‘(ii) an overall rate of age-appropriate immu-

nizations against vaccine-preventable diseases
that is below 80 percent.

‘‘(3) TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.—The au-
thority provided by this subsection terminates
September 30, 2003.’’.

(2) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—Section 17 of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786)
is amended—

(A) in subsection (b)(4), by striking ‘‘(4)’’ and
all that follows through ‘‘means’’ and inserting
‘‘(4) ‘Costs of nutrition services and administra-
tion’ or ‘nutrition services and administration’
means’’; and

(B) in subsection (h)(1)(A), by striking ‘‘costs
incurred by State and local agencies for nutri-
tion services and administration’’ and inserting
‘‘costs of nutrition services and administration
incurred by State and local agencies’’.

(3) GRANT FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—Sec-
tion 12 of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1760) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(p) GRANT FOR DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.—
‘‘(1) USE OF FUNDS FOR WIC DEMONSTRATION

PROJECT.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall make

grants of funds under this subsection to a
State—

‘‘(i) for purposes that include carrying out the
demonstration project under section 17(r) of the
Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(r));
and

‘‘(ii) for the purpose described in clause (i), in
amounts not to exceed $10,000 for each fiscal
year for each site in the State.

‘‘(B) APPORTIONMENT.—A State that receives
a grant under subparagraph (A) shall apportion
the funds received to ensure that each site in
the State receives not more than $10,000 for any
fiscal year.

‘‘(2) EVALUATIONS OF DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT.—The Secretary shall conduct an eval-
uation of the demonstration project and grant
program for identification and enrollment ef-
forts funded under this subsection that include
a determination of—

‘‘(A) the number of children enrolled as a re-
sult of the enactment of this subsection;

‘‘(B) the income levels of the families of en-
rolled children;

‘‘(C) the cost of identification and enrollment
assistance services provided under the project or
grant program;

‘‘(D) the effect on the caseloads of local agen-
cies that carry out the special supplemental nu-
trition program for woman, infants, and chil-
dren established under section 17 of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786); and

‘‘(E) such other factors as the Secretary deter-
mines to be appropriate.

‘‘(3) FUNDING.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Out of any moneys in the

Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall provide to the Sec-
retary to carry out this subsection $1,000,000 for
the period of fiscal years 2001 through 2004, to
remain available until expended but not later
than September 30, 2004.

‘‘(B) RECEIPT AND ACCEPTANCE.—The Sec-
retary shall be entitled to receive the funds and
shall accept the funds provided under subpara-
graph (A), without further appropriation.’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section take effect on October 1, 2000.
SEC. 243. CHILD AND ADULT CARE FOOD PRO-

GRAM INTEGRITY.
(a) DEFINITION OF INSTITUTION; EXCLUSION OF

SERIOUSLY DEFICIENT INSTITUTIONS.—Section
17(a) of the Richard B. Russell National School
Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(a)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(a) The Secretary’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(a) GRANT AUTHORITY AND INSTITUTION ELI-
GIBILITY.—

‘‘(1) GRANT AUTHORITY.—The Secretary’’;
(2) by striking the second and third sentences

and inserting the following:
‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF INSTITUTION.—In this sec-

tion, the term ‘institution’ means—
‘‘(A) any public or private nonprofit organiza-

tion providing nonresidential child care or day
care outside school hours for school children,
including any child care center, settlement
house, recreational center, Head Start center,
and institution providing child care facilities for
children with disabilities;

‘‘(B) any other private organization providing
nonresidential child care or day care outside
school hours for school children for which the
organization receives compensation from
amounts granted to the States under title XX of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1397 et seq.)
(but only if the organization receives compensa-
tion under that title for at least 25 percent of its
enrolled children or 25 percent of its licensed ca-
pacity, whichever is less);

‘‘(C) any public or private nonprofit organiza-
tion acting as a sponsoring organization for 1 or
more of the organizations described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) or for an adult day care center
(as defined in subsection (o)(2));

‘‘(D) any other private organization acting as
a sponsoring organization for, and that is part
of the same legal entity as, 1 or more organiza-
tions that are—

‘‘(i) described in subparagraph (B); or
‘‘(ii) proprietary title XIX or title XX centers

(as defined in subsection (o)(2));
‘‘(E) any public or private nonprofit organiza-

tion acting as a sponsoring organization for 1 or
more family or group day care homes; and

‘‘(F) any emergency shelter (as defined in sub-
section (t)).’’;

(3) by striking ‘‘Except as provided in sub-
section (r),’’ and inserting the following:

‘‘(3) AGE LIMIT.—Except as provided in sub-
section (r),’’;

(4) by striking ‘‘The Secretary may establish
separate guidelines’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(4) ADDITIONAL GUIDELINES.—The Secretary
may establish separate guidelines’’;

(5) by striking ‘‘For purposes of determining’’
and all that follows through ‘‘an institution’’
and inserting the following:

‘‘(5) LICENSING.—In order to be eligible, an in-
stitution’’; and

(6) by striking ‘‘standards; and’’ and inserting
‘‘standards.’’;

(7) by striking ‘‘(2) no institution’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(6) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—No institution’’;
and

(8) in paragraph (6) (as so designated)—
(A) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘, or

has not been determined to be ineligible to par-
ticipate in any other publicly funded program
by reason of violation of the requirements of the
program’’ before ‘‘, for a period’’;

(B) in subparagraph (C)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘(i)’’ after ‘‘(C)’’; and
(ii) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) in the case of a sponsoring organization,

the organization shall employ an appropriate
number of monitoring personnel based on the
number and characteristics of child care centers
and family or group day care homes sponsored
by the organization, as approved by the State
(in accordance with regulations promulgated by
the Secretary), to ensure effective oversight of
the operations of the child care centers and fam-
ily or group day care homes; and’’;

(C) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-
riod and inserting a semicolon; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(E) in the case of a sponsoring organization,

the organization has in effect a policy that re-
stricts other employment by employees that
interferes with the responsibilities and duties of
the employees of the organization with respect
to the program; and

‘‘(F) in the case of a sponsoring organization
that applies for initial participation in the pro-
gram on or after the date of the enactment of
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this subparagraph and that operates in a State
that requires such institutions to be bonded
under State law, regulation, or policy, the insti-
tution is bonded in accordance with such law,
regulation, or policy.’’.

(b) INSTITUTION APPROVAL AND APPLICA-
TIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(d) of the Richard
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1766(d)) is amended by striking the subsection
designation and all that follows through the
end of paragraph (1) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(d) INSTITUTION APPROVAL AND APPLICA-
TIONS.—

‘‘(1) INSTITUTION APPROVAL.—
‘‘(A) ADMINISTRATIVE CAPABILITY.—Subject to

subparagraph (B) and except as provided in
subparagraph (C), the State agency shall ap-
prove an institution that meets the requirements
of this section for participation in the child and
adult care food program if the State agency de-
termines that the institution—

‘‘(i) is financially viable;
‘‘(ii) is administratively capable of operating

the program (including whether the sponsoring
organization has business experience and man-
agement plans appropriate to operate the pro-
gram) described in the application of the institu-
tion; and

‘‘(iii) has internal controls in effect to ensure
program accountability.

‘‘(B) APPROVAL OF PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—In addition to the require-

ments established by subparagraph (A) and sub-
ject to clause (ii), the State agency shall ap-
prove a private institution that meets the re-
quirements of this section for participation in
the child and adult care food program only if—

‘‘(I) the State agency conducts a satisfactory
visit to the institution before approving the par-
ticipation of the institution in the program; and

‘‘(II) the institution—
‘‘(aa) has tax exempt status under the Inter-

nal Revenue Code of 1986;
‘‘(bb) is operating a Federal program requiring

nonprofit status to participate in the program;
or

‘‘(cc) is described in subsection (a)(2)(B).
‘‘(ii) EXCEPTION FOR FAMILY OR GROUP DAY

CARE HOMES.—Clause (i) shall not apply to a
family or group day care home.

‘‘(C) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN SPONSORING OR-
GANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The State agency may ap-
prove an eligible institution acting as a spon-
soring organization for 1 or more family or
group day care homes or centers that, at the
time of application, is not participating in the
child and adult care food program only if the
State agency determines that—

‘‘(I) the institution meets the requirements es-
tablished by subparagraphs (A) and (B); and

‘‘(II) the participation of the institution will
help to ensure the delivery of benefits to other-
wise unserved family or group day care homes
or centers or to unserved children in an area.

‘‘(ii) CRITERIA FOR SELECTION.—The State
agency shall establish criteria for approving an
eligible institution acting as a sponsoring orga-
nization for 1 or more family or group day care
homes or centers that, at the time of applica-
tion, is not participating in the child and adult
care food program for the purpose of deter-
mining if the participation of the institution will
help ensure the delivery of benefits to otherwise
unserved family or group day care homes or
centers or to unserved children in an area.

‘‘(D) NOTIFICATION TO APPLICANTS.—Not later
than 30 days after the date on which an appli-
cant institution files a completed application
with the State agency, the State agency shall
notify the applicant institution whether the in-
stitution has been approved or disapproved to
participate in the child and adult care food pro-
gram.’’.

(2) SITE VISITS.—Section 17(d)(2)(A) of the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1766(d)(2)(A)) is amended—

(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘; and’’ and in-
serting a semicolon;

(B) by redesignating clause (ii) as clause (iii);
and

(C) by inserting after clause (i) the following:
‘‘(ii)(I) requires periodic unannounced site

visits at not less than 3-year intervals to spon-
sored child care centers and family or group day
care homes to identify and prevent management
deficiencies and fraud and abuse under the pro-
gram;

‘‘(II) requires at least 1 scheduled site visit
each year to sponsored child care centers and
family or group day care homes to identify and
prevent management deficiencies and fraud and
abuse under the program and to improve pro-
gram operations; and

‘‘(III) requires at least 1 scheduled site visit at
not less than 3-year intervals to sponsoring or-
ganizations and nonsponsored child care centers
to identify and prevent management deficiencies
and fraud and abuse under the program and to
improve program operations; and’’.

(3) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
17(d)(2)(B) of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(d)(2)(B)) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (a)(1)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (a)(5)’’.

(4) PROGRAM INFORMATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(d) of the Richard

B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1766(d)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(3) PROGRAM INFORMATION.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—On enrollment of a child in

a sponsored child care center or family or group
day care home participating in the program, the
center or home (or its sponsoring organization)
shall provide to the child’s parents or
guardians—

‘‘(i) information that describes the program
and its benefits; and

‘‘(ii) the name and telephone number of the
sponsoring organization of the center or home
and the State agency involved in the operation
of the program.

‘‘(B) FORM.—The information described in
subparagraph (A) shall be in a form and, to the
maximum extent practicable, language easily
understandable by the child’s parents or guard-
ians.’’.

(B) EFFECTIVE DATE.—In the case of a child
that is enrolled in a sponsored child care center
or family or group day care home participating
in the child and adult care food program under
section 17 of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766) before the
date of the enactment of this Act, the center or
home shall provide information to the child’s
parents or guardians pursuant to section
17(d)(3) of that Act, as added by subparagraph
(A), not later than 90 days after the date of the
enactment of this Act.

(5) ALLOWABLE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES FOR
SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS.—Section 17(d) of
the Richard B. Russell National School Lunch
Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(d)), as amended by para-
graph (4)(A), is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘‘(4) ALLOWABLE ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
FOR SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS.—In consulta-
tion with State agencies and sponsoring organi-
zations, the Secretary shall develop, and provide
for the dissemination to State agencies and
sponsoring organizations of, a list of allowable
reimbursable administrative expenses for spon-
soring organizations under the program.’’.

(c) TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF PARTICI-
PATING ORGANIZATIONS.—Section 17(d) of the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1766(d)), as amended by subsection
(b)(5), is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(5) TERMINATION OR SUSPENSION OF PARTICI-
PATING ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish procedures for the termination of participa-
tion by institutions and family or group day
care homes under the program.

‘‘(B) STANDARDS.—Procedures established
pursuant to subparagraph (A) shall include
standards for terminating the participation of
an institution or family or group day care home
that—

‘‘(i) engages in unlawful practices, falsifies
information provided to the State agency, or
conceals a criminal background; or

‘‘(ii) substantially fails to fulfill the terms of
its agreement with the State agency.

‘‘(C) CORRECTIVE ACTION.—Procedures estab-
lished pursuant to subparagraph (A)—

‘‘(i) shall require an entity described in sub-
paragraph (B) to undertake corrective action;
and

‘‘(ii) may require the immediate suspension of
operation of the program by an entity described
in subparagraph (B), without the opportunity
for corrective action, if the State agency deter-
mines that there is imminent threat to the
health or safety of a participant at the entity or
the entity engages in any activity that poses a
threat to public health or safety.

‘‘(D) HEARING.—An institution or family or
group day care home shall be provided a fair
hearing in accordance with subsection (e)(1)
prior to any determination to terminate partici-
pation by the institution or family or group day
care home under the program.

‘‘(E) LIST OF DISQUALIFIED INSTITUTIONS AND
INDIVIDUALS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall main-
tain a list of institutions, sponsored family or
group day care homes, and individuals that
have been terminated or otherwise disqualified
from participation in the program.

‘‘(ii) AVAILABILITY.—The Secretary shall make
the list available to State agencies for use in ap-
proving or renewing applications by institu-
tions, sponsored family or group day care
homes, and individuals for participation in the
program.’’.

(d) RECOVERY OF AMOUNTS FROM INSTITU-
TIONS.—Section 17(f)(1) of the Richard B. Rus-
sell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1766(f)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘(f)(1) Funds paid’’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(f) STATE DISBURSEMENTS TO INSTITUTIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—Funds paid’’; and
(2) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(B) FRAUD OR ABUSE.—
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The State may recover

funds disbursed under subparagraph (A) to an
institution if the State determines that the insti-
tution has engaged in fraud or abuse with re-
spect to the program or has submitted an invalid
claim for reimbursement.

‘‘(ii) PAYMENT.—Amounts recovered under
clause (i)—

‘‘(I) may be paid by the institution to the
State over a period of 1 or more years; and

‘‘(II) shall not be paid from funds used to pro-
vide meals and supplements.

‘‘(iii) HEARING.—An institution shall be pro-
vided a fair hearing in accordance with sub-
section (e)(1) prior to any determination to re-
cover funds under this subparagraph.’’.

(e) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
FOR CERTAIN SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS.—Sec-
tion 17(f)(2) of the Richard B. Russell National
School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(f)(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(C) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENSES
FOR CERTAIN SPONSORING ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), a sponsoring organization of a day
care center may reserve not more than 15 per-
cent of the funds provided under paragraph (1)
for the administrative expenses of the organiza-
tion.

‘‘(ii) WAIVER.—A State may waive the require-
ment in clause (i) with respect to a sponsoring
organization if the organization provides jus-
tification to the State that the organization re-
quires funds in excess of 15 percent of the funds
provided under paragraph (1) to pay the admin-
istrative expenses of the organization.’’.
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(f) LIMITATIONS ON ABILITY OF FAMILY OR

GROUP DAY CARE HOMES TO TRANSFER SPON-
SORING ORGANIZATIONS.—Section 17(f)(3) of the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1766(f)(3)) is amended by striking sub-
paragraph (D) and inserting the following:

‘‘(D) LIMITATIONS ON ABILITY OF FAMILY OR
GROUP DAY CARE HOMES TO TRANSFER SPON-
SORING ORGANIZATIONS.—

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), a
State agency shall limit the ability of a family
or group day care home to transfer from a spon-
soring organization to another sponsoring orga-
nization more frequently than once a year

‘‘(ii) GOOD CAUSE.—The State agency may
permit or require a family or group day care
home to transfer from a sponsoring organization
to another sponsoring organization more fre-
quently than once a year for good cause (as de-
termined by the State agency), including cir-
cumstances in which the sponsoring organiza-
tion of the family or group day care home ceases
to participate in the child and adult care food
program.’’.

(g) STATEWIDE DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS IN-
VOLVING PRIVATE FOR-PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS
THAT PROVIDE NONRESIDENTIAL DAY CARE
SERVICES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 17(p) of the Richard
B. Russell National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C.
1766(p)) is amended—

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (1), by
striking ‘‘2 statewide demonstration projects’’
and inserting ‘‘statewide demonstration projects
in 3 States’’; and

(B) in paragraph (3)—
(i) by inserting ‘‘in’’ after ‘‘subsection’’;
(ii) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘and’’ at

the end;
(iii) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and
(iv) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(C) 1 other State—
‘‘(i) with fewer than 60,000 children below 5

years of age;
‘‘(ii) that serves more than the national aver-

age proportion of children potentially eligible
for assistance provided under the Child Care
and Development Fund (as indicated in data
published by the Department of Health and
Human Services in October 1999);

‘‘(iii) that exempts all families from cost shar-
ing requirements under programs funded by the
Child Care and Development Fund; and

‘‘(iv) in which State spending represents more
than 50 percent of total expenditures made
under the Child Care and Development Fund.’’.

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The Secretary may
carry out demonstration projects in the State de-
scribed in section 17(p)(3)(C) of the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act, as added by
paragraph (1)(B)(iv), beginning not earlier than
October 1, 2001.

(h) TECHNICAL AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR
IDENTIFICATION AND PREVENTION OF FRAUD AND
ABUSE.—Section 17(q) of the Richard B. Russell
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(q)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(2) TECHNICAL AND TRAINING ASSISTANCE FOR
IDENTIFICATION AND PREVENTION OF FRAUD AND
ABUSE.—As part of training and technical as-
sistance provided under paragraph (1), the Sec-
retary shall provide training on a continuous
basis to State agencies, and shall ensure that
such training is provided to sponsoring organi-
zations, for the identification and prevention of
fraud and abuse under the program and to im-
prove management of the program.’’.

(i) PROGRAM FOR AT-RISK SCHOOL CHIL-
DREN.—Section 17(r) of the Richard B. Russell
National School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1766(r)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), by inserting ‘‘meals or’’
before ‘‘supplements’’;

(2) in paragraph (4)—
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘SUPPLEMENT’’

and inserting ‘‘MEAL AND SUPPLEMENT’’;
(B) in subparagraph (A)—
(i) by striking ‘‘only for’’ and all that follows

through ‘‘(i) a supplement’’ and inserting ‘‘only
for 1 meal per child per day and 1 supplement
per child per day’’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘; and’’ and inserting a period;
and

(iii) by striking clause (ii);
(C) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘RATE.—

A supplement’’ and inserting the following:
‘‘RATES.—

‘‘(i) MEALS.—A meal shall be reimbursed
under this subsection at the rate established for
free meals under subsection (c).

‘‘(ii) SUPPLEMENTS.—A supplement’’; and
(D) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘meal

or’’ before ‘‘supplement’’; and
(3) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(5) LIMITATION.—The Secretary shall limit

reimbursement under this subsection for meals
served under a program to institutions located
in 6 States, of which 4 States shall be Pennsyl-
vania, Missouri, Delaware, and Michigan and 2
States shall be approved by the Secretary
through a competitive application process.’’.

(j) WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS FOR FAILURE TO
PROVIDE SUFFICIENT TRAINING, TECHNICAL AS-
SISTANCE, AND MONITORING.—Section 7(a)(9)(A)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1776(a)(9)(A)) is amended by inserting after ‘‘the
Richard B. Russell National School Lunch Act
(42 U.S.C. 1751 et seq.)’’ the following: ‘‘(includ-
ing any requirement to provide sufficient train-
ing, technical assistance, and monitoring of the
child and adult care food program under section
17 of that Act (42 U.S.C. 1766))’’.
SEC. 244. ADJUSTMENTS TO WIC PROGRAM.

(a) DEFINITION.—Section 17(b) of the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 1786(b)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(21) REMOTE INDIAN OR NATIVE VILLAGE.—
The term ‘remote Indian or Native village’
means an Indian or Native village that—

‘‘(A) is located in a rural area;
‘‘(B) has a population of less than 5,000 in-

habitants; and
‘‘(C) is not accessible year-around by means of

a public road (as defined in section 101 of title
23, United States Code).’’.

(b) COST-OF-LIVING ALLOWANCES FOR MEM-
BERS OF UNIFORMED SERVICES.—Section
17(d)(2)(B) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(d)(2)(B)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘income any’’ and inserting
‘‘income—

‘‘(i) any’’;
(2) by striking ‘‘quarters’’ and inserting

‘‘housing’’;
(3) by striking the period at the end and in-

serting ‘‘; and’’; and
(4) by adding at the end the following:
‘‘(ii) any cost-of-living allowance provided

under section 405 of title 37, United States Code,
to a member of a uniformed service who is on
duty outside the continental United States.’’.

(c) PROOF OF RESIDENCY.—Section 17(d)(3) of
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786(d)(3)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(F) PROOF OF RESIDENCY.—An individual re-
siding in a remote Indian or Native village or an
individual served by an Indian tribal organiza-
tion and residing on a reservation or pueblo
may, under standards established by the Sec-
retary, establish proof of residency under this
section by providing to the State agency the
mailing address of the individual and the name
of the remote Indian or Native village.’’.

(d) ADJUSTMENT OF GRANT.—Section
17(h)(1)(B) of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42
U.S.C. 1786(h)(1)(B)) is amended—

(1) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘the fiscal year
1987’’ and inserting ‘‘the preceding fiscal year’’;
and

(2) in clause (ii)—
(A) by striking ‘‘the fiscal year 1987’’ and in-

serting ‘‘the preceding fiscal year’’; and
(B) by striking subclause (I) and inserting the

following:
‘‘(I) the value of the index for State and local

government purchases, as published by the Bu-
reau of Economic Analysis of the Department of
Commerce, for the 12-month period ending June
30 of the second preceding fiscal year; and’’.

(e) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—Section 17(h)(5)
of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C.
1786(h)(5)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

‘‘(D) REMOTE INDIAN OR NATIVE VILLAGES.—
For noncontiguous States containing a signifi-
cant number of remote Indian or Native villages,
a State agency may convert amounts allocated
for food benefits for a fiscal year to the costs of
nutrition services and administration to the ex-
tent that the conversion is necessary to cover ex-
penditures incurred in providing services (in-
cluding the full cost of air transportation and
other transportation) to remote Indian or Native
villages and to provide breastfeeding support in
remote Indian or Native villages.’’.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
take effect on the date of enactment of this Act.

(2) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.—The amendments
made by subsections (d) and (e) take effect on
October 1, 2000.

Subtitle F—Other Programs
SEC. 251. AUTHORITY TO PROVIDE LOAN IN CON-

NECTION WITH BOLL WEEVIL ERADI-
CATION.

(a) LOAN AUTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary, acting
through the Farm Service Agency, shall use
$10,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation to make a loan to the Texas Boll
Weevil Eradication Foundation, Inc., to enable
the Foundation to retire certain debt associated
with boll weevil eradication zones which have
ended their participation, in whole or in part, in
the federally funded boll weevil eradication pro-
gram.

(b) REPAYMENT TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—The
loan provided under subsection (a) shall be sub-
ject to the following terms and conditions:

(1) Repayment shall be scheduled to begin on
January 1 of the year following the first year
during which the boll weevil eradication zone,
or any part thereof, responsible for the debt re-
tired using the loan resumes participation in
any federally funded boll weevil eradication
program.

(2) No interest shall be charged.
(c) LIMITATION.—The cost of the loan made

under this section shall not exceed the loan sub-
sidy sufficient to make the loan.
SEC. 252. ANIMAL DISEASE CONTROL.

(a) PSEUDORABIES.—Of the amount made
available under section 261(a)(2), the Secretary
shall use $7,000,000 to cover pseudorabies vac-
cination costs incurred by pork producers.

(b) BOVINE TUBERCULOSIS.—Of the amount
made available under section 261(a)(2), the Sec-
retary shall use $6,000,000 to respond to bovine
tuberculosis in the State of Michigan. The funds
shall be available for the following purposes:

(1) The surveillance and testing of cattle and
wildlife.

(2) Research regarding bovine tuberculosis, to
be conducted by the Agricultural Research Serv-
ice and Michigan State University.

(3) The provision of increased indemnity pay-
ments to encourage the depopulation of infected
herds.

(4) The performance of diagnostic testing and
treatment of humans affected by bovine tuber-
culosis.

(5) Slaughter surveillance.
(6) The control and prevention of the exposure

of livestock to infected wildlife, including the
installation of fencing to minimize contact be-
tween livestock and wildlife.
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(7) The distribution of information regarding

the risk and control of bovine tuberculosis, in-
cluding technological improvements to enhance
communication.
SEC. 253. EMERGENCY LOANS FOR SEED PRO-

DUCERS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount made avail-

able under section 261(a)(2), the Secretary shall
use $35,000,000, plus $200,000 for payment of ad-
ministrative costs, to make no-interest loans to
producers of the 1999 crop of grass, forage, vege-
table, and sorghum seed that have not received
payments from AgriBiotech for the seed as a re-
sult of bankruptcy proceedings involving
AgriBiotech (referred to in this section as the
‘‘bankruptcy proceedings’’).

(b) LOANS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amount of the loan

made to a seed producer under this section shall
be not more than 65 percent of the amount owed
by AgriBiotech to the seed producer for the 1999
seed crop, as determined by the Secretary.

(2) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a loan
under this section, the claim of a seed producer
in the bankruptcy proceedings must have arisen
from a contract to grow seeds in the United
States.

(3) CONTROL.—In determining the amount
owed by AgriBiotech to a seed producer under
paragraph (1), the Secretary shall consider
whether the seed producer has relinquished con-
trol of the seed to AgriBiotech or has the seed in
inventory waiting to be sold.

(4) SECURITY.—A loan to a seed producer
under this section shall be secured in part by
the claim of the seed producer in the bank-
ruptcy proceedings.

(5) REPAYMENT.—Each seed producer shall
repay to the Secretary, for deposit in the Treas-
ury, the amount of the loan made to the seed
producer on the earlier of—

(A) the date of settlement of, completion of, or
final distribution of assets in the bankruptcy
proceedings involving AgriBiotech; or

(B) the date that is 18 months after the date
on which the loan was made to the seed pro-
ducer.

(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS.—
(1) SHORTFALL IN AMOUNT RECEIVED FROM

BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS.—If the amount that
the seed producer receives as a result of the pro-
ceedings described in subsection (b)(5)(A) is less
than the amount of the loan made to the seed
producer under subsection (b)(1), the seed pro-
ducer shall be eligible to have the balance of the
loan converted, but not refinanced, to a loan
that has the same terms and conditions as an
operating loan under subtitle B of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (7
U.S.C. 1941 et seq.).

(2) LENGTHY BANKRUPTCY PROCEEDINGS.—If a
seed producer is required to repay a loan under
subsection (b)(5)(B), the seed producer shall be
eligible to have the balance of the loan con-
verted, but not refinanced, to a loan that has
the same terms and conditions as an operating
loan under subtitle B of the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1941 et
seq.).

(d) LIMITATION.—The cost of all loans made
under this section shall not exceed $15,000,000.
SEC. 254. TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AUTHOR-

ITY TO COMBINE CERTAIN OFFICES.
(a) SUSPENSION.—During the period beginning

on the date of enactment of this Act and ending
on June 1, 2001, the Secretary may not combine
or take any action to combine, at the State level,
offices of the agencies specified in subsection (b)
unless the offices are located in the same county
as of the date of enactment of this Act.

(b) COVERED OFFICES.—Subsection (a) applies
to an office of any of the following agencies:

(1) The Farm Service Agency.
(2) The Natural Resources Conservation Serv-

ice.
(3) The Rural Utilities Service.
(4) The Rural Housing Service.

(5) The Rural Business-Cooperative Service.
(c) REPORT.—Not later than April 1, 2001, the

Secretary shall submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry of the Senate a report describing any pro-
posed combination of offices specified in sub-
section (b) that includes a certification that the
proposed combination would result in the lowest
cost to the Federal Government over the long
term.
SEC. 255. FARM OPERATING LOAN ELIGIBILITY.

During the period beginning on the date of
enactment of this Act and ending on December
31, 2002—

(1) sections 311(c) and 319 of the Consolidated
Farm and Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C.
1941(c), 1949) shall have no force or effect; and

(2) in making direct loans under subtitle B of
that Act (7 U.S.C. 1941 et seq.), the Secretary
shall give priority to a qualified beginning farm-
er or rancher who has not operated a farm or
ranch, or who has operated a farm or ranch for
not more than 5 years.
SEC. 256. WATER SYSTEMS FOR RURAL AND NA-

TIVE VILLAGES IN ALASKA.
Section 306D of the Consolidated Farm and

Rural Development Act (7 U.S.C. 1926d) is
amended by striking subsection (d) and insert-
ing the following:

‘‘(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to be

appropriated to carry out this section $30,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2001 and 2002.

‘‘(2) TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.—
Not more than 2 percent of the amount made
available under paragraph (1) for a fiscal year
may be used by the State of Alaska for training
and technical assistance programs relating to
the operation and management of water and
waste disposal services in rural and Native vil-
lages.

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY.—Funds appropriated pur-
suant to the authorization of appropriations in
paragraph (1) shall be available until ex-
pended.’’.
SEC. 257. CROP AND PASTURE FLOOD COMPENSA-

TION PROGRAM.
(a) DEFINITION OF COVERED LAND.—In this

section:
(1) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘covered land’’

means land that—
(A) was unusable for agricultural production

during the 2000 crop year as the result of flood-
ing;

(B) was used for agricultural production dur-
ing at least 1 of the 1992 through 1999 crop
years;

(C) is a contiguous parcel of land of at least
1 acre; and

(D) is located in a county in which producers
were eligible for assistance under the 1998 Flood
Compensation Program established under part
1439 of title 7, Code of Federal Regulations.

(2) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘covered land’’ ex-
cludes any land for which a producer is insured,
enrolled, or assisted during the 2000 crop year
under—

(A) a policy or plan of insurance authorized
under the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1501 et seq.);

(B) the noninsured crop assistance program
operated under section 196 of the Agricultural
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7333);

(C) any crop disaster program established for
the 2000 crop year;

(D) the conservation reserve program estab-
lished under subchapter B of chapter 1 of sub-
title D of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.);

(E) the wetlands reserve program established
under subchapter C of chapter 1 of subtitle D of
the Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3837 et
seq.);

(F) any emergency watershed protection pro-
gram or Federal easement program that pro-
hibits crop production or grazing; or

(G) any other Federal or State water storage
program, as determined by the Secretary.

(b) COMPENSATION.—The Secretary shall use
not more than $24,000,000 of funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to compensate pro-
ducers with covered land described with respect
to losses from long-term flooding.

(c) PAYMENT RATE.—The payment rate for
compensation provided to a producer under this
section shall equal the average county cash
rental rate per acre established by the National
Agricultural Statistics Service for the 2000 crop
year.

(d) PAYMENT LIMITATION.—The total amount
of payments made to a person (as defined in sec-
tion 1001(5) of the Food Security Act (7 U.S.C.
1308(5))) under this section may not exceed
$40,000.

(e) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—H.R. 3425 of
the 106th Congress (as enacted into law by sec-
tion 1000(a)(5) of Public Law 106–113 (113 Stat.
1535) and included as Appendix E of that Public
Law (113 Stat. 1501A–289)) is amended in section
207 (113 Stat. 1501A–294) by inserting ‘‘or Lake’’
after ‘‘Harney’’.
SEC. 258. FLOOD MITIGATION NEAR PIERRE,

SOUTH DAKOTA.

(a) REQUIREMENT.—Subject to subsection (b),
as soon as practicable after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, with respect to land and prop-
erty described in the Flood Mitigation Study
and Project Implementation Plan for the Mis-
souri River near Pierre, South Dakota, prepared
by the Omaha District Corps of Engineers, dated
August 12, 1999, the Secretary of the Army
shall—

(1) acquire the land and property from willing
sellers; and

(2)(A) floodproof the land;
(B) relocate individuals located on the land;
(C) improve infrastructure on the land; or
(D) take other measures determined by the

Secretary.
(b) RELEASES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not pro-

ceed with full wintertime Oahe Powerplant re-
leases until the Secretary amends the economic
analysis in effect on the date of enactment of
this Act to include an assumption that the Fed-
eral Government is responsible for mitigating
any existing ground water flooding to the land
and property described in subsection (a).

(2) REDUCTION.—To the extent the Secretary
identifies benefits of mitigating any existing
ground water flooding, full wintertime Oahe
Powerplant releases shall be reduced consistent
with the economic analysis described in para-
graph (1).

(3) MINIMUM LEVEL.—This subsection shall
not permit Oahe Powerplant releases to be re-
duced below existing operational levels.
SEC. 259. RESTORATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR

CROP LOSS ASSISTANCE.

(a) EFFECT OF CHANGE IN LEGAL STRUC-
TURE.—In the case of an individual or entity
that was not eligible for a payment pursuant to
subsection (c) of section 1102 of the Agriculture,
Rural Development, Food and Drug Administra-
tion, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act,
1999 (as contained in section 101(a) of division A
of Public Law 105–277; 7 U.S.C. 1421 note), sole-
ly because the individual or entity changed the
legal structure of the individual’s or entity’s
farming operation, the individual or entity shall
be eligible for the payment the individual or en-
tity would have received pursuant to that sub-
section had the individual or entity not changed
the legal structure, less the amount of any pay-
ment received by the individual or entity pursu-
ant to subsection (b) of that section.

(b) MULTIPLE FARMING OPERATIONS.—
(1) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—In the case of an

individual not described in subsection (a) that
farmed acreage as a producer as a part of more
than one farming operation, none of which re-
ceived a payment pursuant to subsection (c) of
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section 1102 of the Agriculture, Rural Develop-
ment, Food and Drug Administration, and Re-
lated Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999, the in-
dividual shall be eligible for a payment pursu-
ant to that subsection for losses that the Sec-
retary determines would have been eligible for
compensation with respect to that acreage based
on the individual’s interest in the production
from that acreage.

(2) REDUCTION.—A payment made pursuant to
paragraph (1) to an individual shall be reduced
by the amount of a payment made pursuant to
subsection (b) of that section 1102 attributed di-
rectly or indirectly to the individual with re-
spect to the acreage described in paragraph (1).

Subtitle G—Administration
SEC. 261. FUNDING.

(a) PAYMENT.—Out of any moneys in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury shall provide to the Sec-
retary the following:

(1) $34,000,000 for fiscal year 2000 to carry out
section 241(a).

(2) $465,500,000 for fiscal year 2001 to carry out
the following:

(A) Section 203 (other than subsection (f)).
(B) Subtitle C.
(C) Section 231.
(D) Section 241 (other than subsection (a)).
(E) Sections 252 and 253.
(b) ACCEPTANCE.—The Secretary shall be enti-

tled to receive the funds and shall accept the
funds, without further appropriation.
SEC. 262. OBLIGATION PERIOD.

Except as otherwise provided in this title, the
Secretary and the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion shall obligate and expend—

(1) funds made available under section
261(a)(1) only during fiscal year 2000; and

(2) funds made available under section
261(a)(2), and funds of the Commodity Credit
Corporation made available under this title,
only during fiscal year 2001.
SEC. 263. REGULATIONS.

(a) PROMULGATION.—As soon as practicable
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary and the Commodity Credit Corporation,
as appropriate, shall promulgate such regula-
tions as are necessary to implement this title
and the amendments made by this title. The pro-
mulgation of the regulations and administration
of this title shall be made without regard to—

(1) the notice and comment provisions of sec-
tion 553 of title 5, United States Code;

(2) the Statement of Policy of the Secretary of
Agriculture effective July 24, 1971 (36 Fed. Reg.
13804), relating to notices of proposed rule-
making and public participation in rulemaking;
and

(3) chapter 35 of title 44, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘‘Paperwork Reduction
Act’’).

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY RULE-
MAKING.—In carrying out this section, the Sec-
retary shall use the authority provided under
section 808 of title 5, United States Code.
SEC. 264. PAYGO ADJUSTMENT.

The Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall not make any estimates of changes
in direct spending outlays and receipts under
section 252(d) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C.
902(d)) resulting from enactment of this title.
SEC. 265. COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION RE-

IMBURSEMENT.
Out of any moneys in the Treasury not other-

wise appropriated, the Secretary of the Treasury
shall use such sums as may be necessary to re-
imburse the Commodity Credit Corporation for
net realized losses sustained, but not previously
reimbursed, under this title.

TITLE III—BIOMASS RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2000

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Biomass Re-

search and Development Act of 2000’’.

SEC. 302. FINDINGS.
Congress finds that—
(1) conversion of biomass into biobased indus-

trial products offers outstanding potential for
benefit to the national interest through—

(A) improved strategic security and balance of
payments;

(B) healthier rural economies;
(C) improved environmental quality;
(D) near-zero net greenhouse gas emissions;
(E) technology export; and
(F) sustainable resource supply;
(2) the key technical challenges to be over-

come in order for biobased industrial products to
be cost-competitive are finding new technology
and reducing the cost of technology for con-
verting biomass into desired biobased industrial
products;

(3) biobased fuels, such as ethanol, have the
clear potential to be sustainable, low cost, and
high performance fuels that are compatible with
both current and future transportation systems
and provide near-zero net greenhouse gas emis-
sions;

(4) biobased chemicals have the clear potential
for environmentally benign product life cycles;

(5) biobased power can—
(A) provide environmental benefits;
(B) promote rural economic development; and
(C) diversify energy resource options;
(6) many biomass feedstocks suitable for in-

dustrial processing show the clear potential for
sustainable production, in some cases resulting
in improved soil fertility and carbon sequestra-
tion;

(7)(A) grain processing mills are biorefineries
that produce a diversity of useful food, chem-
ical, feed, and fuel products; and

(B) technologies that result in further diver-
sification of the range of value-added biobased
industrial products can meet a key need for the
grain processing industry;

(8)(A) cellulosic feedstocks are attractive be-
cause of their low cost and widespread avail-
ability; and

(B) research resulting in cost-effective tech-
nology to overcome the recalcitrance of cel-
lulosic biomass would allow biorefineries to
produce fuels and bulk chemicals on a very
large scale, with a commensurately large real-
ization of the benefit described in paragraph (1);

(9) research into the fundamentals to under-
stand important mechanisms of biomass conver-
sion can be expected to accelerate the applica-
tion and advancement of biomass processing
technology by—

(A) increasing the confidence and speed with
which new technologies can be scaled up; and

(B) giving rise to processing innovations based
on new knowledge;

(10) the added utility of biobased industrial
products developed through improvements in
processing technology would encourage the de-
sign of feedstocks that would meet future needs
more effectively;

(11) the creation of value-added biobased in-
dustrial products would create new jobs in con-
struction, manufacturing, and distribution, as
well as new higher-valued exports of products
and technology;

(12)(A) because of the relatively short-term
time horizon characteristic of private sector in-
vestments, and because many benefits of bio-
mass processing are in the national interest, it is
appropriate for the Federal Government to pro-
vide precommercial investment in fundamental
research and research-driven innovation in the
biomass processing area; and

(B) such an investment would provide a valu-
able complement to ongoing and past govern-
mental support in the biomass processing area;
and

(13) several prominent studies, including stud-
ies by the President’s Committee of Advisors on
Science and Technology and the National Re-
search Council—

(A) support the potential for large research-
driven advances in technologies for production

of biobased industrial products as well as associ-
ated benefits; and

(B) document the need for a focused, inte-
grated, and innovation-driven research effort to
provide the appropriate progress in a timely
manner.
SEC. 303. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) ADVISORY COMMITTEE.—The term ‘‘Advi-

sory Committee’’ means the Biomass Research
and Development Technical Advisory Committee
established by section 306.

(2) BIOBASED INDUSTRIAL PRODUCT.—The term
‘‘biobased industrial product’’ means fuels,
chemicals, building materials, or electric power
or heat produced from biomass.

(3) BIOMASS.—The term ‘‘biomass’’ means any
organic matter that is available on a renewable
or recurring basis, including agricultural crops
and trees, wood and wood wastes and residues,
plants (including aquatic plants), grasses, resi-
dues, fibers, and animal wastes, municipal
wastes, and other waste materials.

(4) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’’ means the
Biomass Research and Development Board es-
tablished by section 305.

(5) INITIATIVE.—The term ‘‘Initiative’’ means
the Biomass Research and Development Initia-
tive established under section 307.

(6) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.—The
term ‘‘institution of higher education’’ has the
meaning given the term in section 102(a) of the
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C.
1002(a)).

(7) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—The term ‘‘na-
tional laboratory’’ has the meaning given the
term ‘‘laboratory’’ in section 12(d) of the Steven-
son-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980
(15 U.S.C. 3710a(d)).

(8) POINT OF CONTACT.—The term ‘‘point of
contact’’ means a point of contact designated
under section 304(d).

(9) PROCESSING.—The term ‘‘processing’’
means the derivation of biobased industrial
products from biomass, including—

(A) feedstock production;
(B) harvest and handling;
(C) pretreatment or thermochemical proc-

essing;
(D) fermentation;
(E) catalytic processing;
(F) product recovery; and
(G) coproduct production.
(10) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.—The term

‘‘research and development’’ means research,
development, and demonstration.
SEC. 304. COOPERATION AND COORDINATION IN

BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-
MENT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture
and the Secretary of Energy shall cooperate
with respect to, and coordinate, policies and
procedures that promote research and develop-
ment leading to the production of biobased in-
dustrial products.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the coopera-
tion and coordination shall be—

(1) to understand the key mechanisms under-
lying the recalcitrance of biomass for conversion
into biobased industrial products;

(2) to develop new and cost-effective tech-
nologies that would result in large-scale com-
mercial production of low cost and sustainable
biobased industrial products;

(3) to ensure that biobased industrial products
are developed in a manner that enhances their
economic, energy security, and environmental
benefits; and

(4) to promote the development and use of ag-
ricultural and energy crops for conversion into
biobased industrial products.

(c) AREAS.—In carrying out this title, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of En-
ergy, in consultation with heads of appropriate
departments and agencies, shall promote re-
search and development—

(1) to advance the availability and widespread
use of energy efficient, economically competi-
tive, and environmentally sound biobased indus-
trial products in a manner that is consistent
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with the goals of the United States relating to
sustainable and secure supplies of food, chemi-
cals, and fuel;

(2) to ensure full consideration of Federal
land and land management programs as poten-
tial feedstock resources for biobased industrial
products; and

(3) to assess the environmental, economic, and
social impact of production of biobased indus-
trial products from biomass on a large scale.

(d) POINTS OF CONTACT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To coordinate research and

development programs and activities relating to
biobased industrial products that are carried out
by their respective Departments—

(A) the Secretary of Agriculture shall des-
ignate, as the point of contact for the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, an officer of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture appointed by the President
to a position in the Department before the date
of the designation, by and with the advice and
consent of the Senate; and

(B) the Secretary of Energy shall designate, as
the point of contact for the Department of En-
ergy, an officer of the Department of Energy ap-
pointed by the President to a position in the De-
partment before the date of the designation, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate.

(2) DUTIES.—The points of contact shall
jointly—

(A) assist in arranging interlaboratory and
site-specific supplemental agreements for re-
search and development projects relating to
biobased industrial products;

(B) serve as cochairpersons of the Board;
(C) administer the Initiative; and
(D) respond in writing to each recommenda-

tion of the Advisory Committee made under sec-
tion 306(c).
SEC. 305. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT BOARD.
(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the

Biomass Research and Development Board,
which shall supersede the Interagency Council
on Biobased Products and Bioenergy established
by Executive Order 13134, to coordinate pro-
grams within and among departments and agen-
cies of the Federal Government for the purpose
of promoting the use of biobased industrial
products by—

(1) maximizing the benefits deriving from Fed-
eral grants and assistance; and

(2) bringing coherence to Federal strategic
planning.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—The Board shall consist
of—

(1) the point of contact of the Department of
Energy designated under section 304(d)(1)(B),
who shall serve as cochairperson of the Board;

(2) the point of contact of the Department of
Agriculture designated under section
304(d)(1)(A), who shall serve as cochairperson of
the Board;

(3) a senior officer of each of the Department
of the Interior, the Environmental Protection
Agency, the National Science Foundation, and
the Office of Science and Technology Policy,
each of whom shall—

(A) be appointed by the head of the respective
agency; and

(B) have a rank that is equivalent to the rank
of the points of contact; and

(4) at the option of the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Secretary of Energy, other mem-
bers appointed by the Secretaries (after con-
sultation with the members described in para-
graphs (1) through (3)).

(c) DUTIES.—The Board shall—
(1) coordinate research and development ac-

tivities relating to biobased industrial
products—

(A) between the Department of Agriculture
and the Department of Energy; and

(B) with other departments and agencies of
the Federal Government; and

(2) provide recommendations to the points of
contact concerning administration of this title.

(d) FUNDING.—Each agency represented on
the Board is encouraged to provide funds for
any purpose under this title.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Board shall meet at least
quarterly to enable the Board to carry out the
duties of the Board under subsection (c).
SEC. 306. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT TECHNICAL ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the
Biomass Research and Development Technical
Advisory Committee, which shall supersede the
Advisory Committee on Biobased Products and
Bioenergy established by Executive Order
13134—

(1) to advise the Secretary of Energy, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, and the points of contact
concerning—

(A) the technical focus and direction of re-
quests for proposals issued under the Initiative;
and

(B) procedures for reviewing and evaluating
the proposals;

(2) to facilitate consultations and partnerships
among Federal and State agencies, agricultural
producers, industry, consumers, the research
community, and other interested groups to carry
out program activities relating to the Initiative;
and

(3) to evaluate and perform strategic planning
on program activities relating to the Initiative.

(b) MEMBERSHIP.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Advisory Committee

shall consist of—
(A) an individual affiliated with the biobased

industrial products industry;
(B) an individual affiliated with an institu-

tion of higher education who has expertise in
biobased industrial products;

(C) 2 prominent engineers or scientists from
government or academia who have expertise in
biobased industrial products;

(D) an individual affiliated with a commodity
trade association;

(E) an individual affiliated with an environ-
mental or conservation organization;

(F) an individual associated with State gov-
ernment who has expertise in biobased indus-
trial products;

(G) an individual with expertise in energy
analysis;

(H) an individual with expertise in the eco-
nomics of biobased industrial products;

(I) an individual with expertise in agricul-
tural economics; and

(J) at the option of the points of contact, other
members.

(2) APPOINTMENT.—The members of the Advi-
sory Committee shall be appointed by the points
of contact.

(c) DUTIES.—The Advisory Committee shall—
(1) advise the points of contact with respect to

the Initiative; and
(2) evaluate whether, and make recommenda-

tions in writing to the Board to ensure that—
(A) funds authorized for the Initiative are dis-

tributed and used in a manner that is consistent
with the goals of the Initiative;

(B) the points of contact are funding pro-
posals under this title that are selected on the
basis of merit, as determined by an independent
panel of scientific and technical peers; and

(C) activities under this title are carried out in
accordance with this title.

(d) COORDINATION.—To avoid duplication of
effort, the Advisory Committee shall coordinate
its activities with those of other Federal advi-
sory committees working in related areas.

(e) MEETINGS.—The Advisory Committee shall
meet at least quarterly to enable the Advisory
Committee to carry out the duties of the Advi-
sory Committee under subsection (c).

(f) TERMS.—Members of the Advisory Com-
mittee shall be appointed for a term of 3 years,
except that—

(1) 1⁄3 of the members initially appointed shall
be appointed for a term of 1 year; and

(2) 1⁄3 of the members initially appointed shall
be appointed for a term of 2 years.
SEC. 307. BIOMASS RESEARCH AND DEVELOP-

MENT INITIATIVE.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agriculture

and the Secretary of Energy, acting through

their respective points of contact and in con-
sultation with the Board, shall establish and
carry out a Biomass Research and Development
Initiative under which competitively awarded
grants, contracts, and financial assistance are
provided to, or entered into with, eligible enti-
ties to carry out research on biobased industrial
products.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of grants, con-
tracts, and assistance under this section shall
be—

(1) to stimulate collaborative activities by a di-
verse range of experts in all aspects of biomass
processing for the purpose of conducting funda-
mental and innovation-targeted research and
technology development;

(2) to enhance creative and imaginative ap-
proaches toward biomass processing that will
serve to develop the next generation of advanced
technologies making possible low cost and sus-
tainable biobased industrial products;

(3) to strengthen the intellectual resources of
the United States through the training and edu-
cation of future scientists, engineers, managers,
and business leaders in the field of biomass
processing; and

(4) to promote integrated research partner-
ships among colleges, universities, national lab-
oratories, Federal and State research agencies,
and the private sector as the best means of over-
coming technical challenges that span multiple
research and engineering disciplines and of
gaining better leverage from limited Federal re-
search funds.

(c) ELIGIBLE ENTITIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for a grant,

contract, or assistance under this section, an
applicant shall be—

(A) an institution of higher education;
(B) a national laboratory;
(C) a Federal research agency;
(D) a State research agency;
(E) a private sector entity;
(F) a nonprofit organization; or
(G) a consortium of 2 or more entities de-

scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (F).
(2) ADMINISTRATION.—After consultation with

the Board, the points of contact shall—
(A) publish annually 1 or more joint requests

for proposals for grants, contracts, and assist-
ance under this section;

(B) establish a priority in grants, contracts,
and assistance under this section for research
that—

(i) demonstrates potential for significant ad-
vances in biomass processing;

(ii) demonstrates potential to substantially
further scale-sensitive national objectives such
as—

(I) sustainable resource supply;
(II) reduced greenhouse gas emissions;
(III) healthier rural economies; and
(IV) improved strategic security and trade bal-

ances; and
(iii) would improve knowledge of important

biomass processing systems that demonstrate po-
tential for commercial applications;

(C) require that grants, contracts, and assist-
ance under this section be awarded competi-
tively, on the basis of merit, after the establish-
ment of procedures that provide for scientific
peer review by an independent panel of sci-
entific and technical peers; and

(D) give preference to applications that—
(i) involve a consortia of experts from multiple

institutions; and
(ii) encourage the integration of disciplines

and application of the best technical resources.
(d) USES OF GRANTS, CONTRACTS, AND ASSIST-

ANCE.—A grant, contract, or assistance under
this section may be used to conduct—

(1) research on process technology for over-
coming the recalcitrance of biomass, including
research on key mechanisms, advanced tech-
nologies, and demonstration test beds for—

(A) feedstock pretreatment and hydrolysis of
cellulose and hemicellulose, including new tech-
nologies for—
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(i) enhanced sugar yields;
(ii) lower overall chemical use;
(iii) less costly materials; and
(iv) cost reduction;
(B) development of novel organisms and other

approaches to substantially lower the cost of
cellulase enzymes and enzymatic hydrolysis, in-
cluding dedicated cellulase production and con-
solidated bioprocessing strategies; and

(C) approaches other than enzymatic hydrol-
ysis for overcoming the recalcitrance of cel-
lulosic biomass;

(2) research on technologies for diversifying
the range of products that can be efficiently and
cost-competitively produced from biomass, in-
cluding research on—

(A) metabolic engineering of biological systems
(including the safe use of genetically modified
crops) to produce novel products, especially
commodity products, or to increase product se-
lectivity and tolerance, with a research priority
for the development of biobased industrial prod-
ucts that can compete in performance and cost
with fossil-based products;

(B) catalytic processing to convert intermedi-
ates of biomass processing into products of in-
terest;

(C) separation technologies for cost-effective
product recovery and purification;

(D) approaches other than metabolic engineer-
ing and catalytic conversion of intermediates of
biomass processing;

(E) advanced biomass gasification tech-
nologies, including coproduction of power and
heat as an integrated component of biomass
processing, with the possibility of generating ex-
cess electricity for sale; and

(F) related research in advanced turbine and
stationary fuel cell technology for production of
electricity from biomass; and

(3) research aimed at ensuring the environ-
mental performance and economic viability of
biobased industrial products and their raw ma-
terial input of biomass when considered as an
integrated system, including research on—

(A) the analysis of, and strategies to enhance,
the environmental performance and sustain-
ability of biobased industrial products, includ-
ing research on—

(i) accurate measurement and analysis of
greenhouse gas emissions, carbon sequestration,
and carbon cycling in relation to the life cycle
of biobased industrial products and feedstocks
with respect to other alternatives;

(ii) evaluation of current and future biomass
resource availability;

(iii) development and analysis of land man-
agement practices and alternative biomass crop-
ping systems that ensure the environmental per-
formance and sustainability of biomass produc-
tion and harvesting;

(iv) the land, air, water, and biodiversity im-
pacts of large-scale biomass production, proc-
essing, and use of biobased industrial products
relative to other alternatives; and

(v) biomass gasification and combustion to
produce electricity;

(B) the analysis of, and strategies to enhance,
the economic viability of biobased industrial
products, including research on—

(i) the cost of the required process technology;
(ii) the impact of coproducts, including food,

animal feed, and fiber, on biobased industrial
product price and large-scale economic viability;
and

(iii) interactions between an emergent biomass
refining industry and the petrochemical refining
infrastructure; and

(C) the field and laboratory research related
to feedstock production with the interrelated
goals of enhancing the sustainability, increas-
ing productivity, and decreasing the cost of bio-
mass processing, including research on—

(i) altering biomass to make biomass easier
and less expensive to process;

(ii) existing and new agricultural and energy
crops that provide a sustainable resource for
conversion to biobased industrial products while

simultaneously serving as a source for coprod-
ucts such as food, animal feed, and fiber;

(iii) improved technologies for harvest, collec-
tion, transport, storage, and handling of crop
and residue feedstocks; and

(iv) development of economically viable crop-
ping systems that improve the conservation and
restoration of marginal land; or

(4) any research and development in tech-
nologies or processes determined by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Secretary of En-
ergy, acting through their respective points of
contact and in consultation with the Board, to
be consistent with the purposes described in sub-
section (b) and the priority described in sub-
section (c)(2)(B).

(e) TECHNOLOGY AND INFORMATION TRANSFER
TO AGRICULTURAL USERS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the Co-
operative State Research, Education, and Ex-
tension Service and the Chief of the Natural Re-
sources Conservation Service shall ensure that
applicable research results and technologies
from the Initiative are adapted, made available,
and disseminated through their respective serv-
ices, as appropriate.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 5 years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Administrator
of the Cooperative State Research, Education,
and Extension Service and the Chief of the Nat-
ural Resources Conservation Service shall sub-
mit to the committees of Congress with jurisdic-
tion over the Initiative a report on the activities
conducted by the services under this subsection.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—In
addition to funds appropriated for biomass re-
search and development under the general au-
thority of the Secretary of Energy to conduct re-
search and development programs (which may
also be used to carry out this title), there are
authorized to be appropriated to the Department
of Agriculture to carry out this title $49,000,000
for each of fiscal years 2000 through 2005.
SEC. 308. ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT AND FUNDS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent administrative
support and funds are not provided by other
agencies under subsection (b), the Secretary of
Energy and the Secretary of Agriculture may
provide such administrative support and funds
of the Department of Energy and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to the Board and the Advi-
sory Committee as are necessary to enable the
Board and the Advisory Committee to carry out
their duties under this title.

(b) OTHER AGENCIES.—The heads of the agen-
cies referred to in section 305(b)(3), and the
other members appointed under section
305(b)(4), may, and are encouraged to, provide
administrative support and funds of their re-
spective agencies to the Board and the Advisory
Committee.

(c) LIMITATION.—Not more than 4 percent of
the amount appropriated for each fiscal year
under section 307(f) may be used to pay the ad-
ministrative costs of carrying out this title.
SEC. 309. REPORTS.

(a) INITIAL REPORT.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Energy and the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall jointly submit to Congress a report
that—

(1) identifies the points of contact, the mem-
bers of the Board, and the members of the Advi-
sory Committee;

(2) describes the status of current biobased in-
dustrial product research and development ef-
forts in both the Federal Government and pri-
vate sector;

(3) includes a section prepared by the Board
that establishes a set of criteria to assess the po-
tential of biobased industrial products, which
shall include for both biomass production and
transformation into biobased industrial
products—

(A) an energy accounting;
(B) an environmental impact assessment; and
(C) an economic assessment; and

(4) describes the research and development
goals of the Initiative, including how funds will
be allocated in order to accomplish those goals.

(b) ANNUAL REPORTS.—For each fiscal year
for which funds are made available to carry out
this title, the Secretary of Energy and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture shall jointly submit to
Congress a detailed report on—

(1) the status and progress of the Initiative,
including a report from the Advisory Committee
on whether funds appropriated for the Initiative
have been distributed and used in a manner
that—

(A) is consistent with the purposes described
in section 307(b);

(B) uses the set of criteria established under
subsection (a)(3); and

(C) takes into account any recommendations
that have been made by the Advisory Com-
mittee;

(2) the general status of cooperation and re-
search and development efforts carried out at
each agency with respect to biobased industrial
products, including a report from the Advisory
Committee on whether the points of contact are
funding proposals that are selected under sec-
tion 307(c)(2)(C); and

(3) the plans of the Secretary of Energy and
the Secretary of Agriculture for addressing con-
cerns raised in the report, including concerns
raised by the Advisory Committee.
SEC. 310. TERMINATION OF AUTHORITY.

The authority provided under this title shall
terminate on December 31, 2005.

TITLE IV—PLANT PROTECTION ACT
SEC. 401. SHORT TITLE.

This title may be cited as the ‘‘Plant Protec-
tion Act’’.
SEC. 402. FINDINGS.

Congress finds that—
(1) the detection, control, eradication, sup-

pression, prevention, or retardation of the
spread of plant pests or noxious weeds is nec-
essary for the protection of the agriculture, en-
vironment, and economy of the United States;

(2) biological control is often a desirable, low-
risk means of ridding crops and other plants of
plant pests and noxious weeds, and its use
should be facilitated by the Department of Agri-
culture, other Federal agencies, and States
whenever feasible;

(3) it is the responsibility of the Secretary to
facilitate exports, imports, and interstate com-
merce in agricultural products and other com-
modities that pose a risk of harboring plant
pests or noxious weeds in ways that will reduce,
to the extent practicable, as determined by the
Secretary, the risk of dissemination of plant
pests or noxious weeds;

(4) decisions affecting imports, exports, and
interstate movement of products regulated under
this title shall be based on sound science;

(5) the smooth movement of enterable plants,
plant products, biological control organisms, or
other articles into, out of, or within the United
States is vital to the United State’s economy and
should be facilitated to the extent possible;

(6) export markets could be severely impacted
by the introduction or spread of plant pests or
noxious weeds into or within the United States;

(7) the unregulated movement of plant pests,
noxious weeds, plants, certain biological control
organisms, plant products, and articles capable
of harboring plant pests or noxious weeds could
present an unacceptable risk of introducing or
spreading plant pests or noxious weeds;

(8) the existence on any premises in the
United States of a plant pest or noxious weed
new to or not known to be widely prevalent in
or distributed within and throughout the United
States could constitute a threat to crops and
other plants or plant products of the United
States and burden interstate commerce or for-
eign commerce; and

(9) all plant pests, noxious weeds, plants,
plant products, articles capable of harboring
plant pests or noxious weeds regulated under
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this title are in or affect interstate commerce or
foreign commerce.
SEC. 403. DEFINITIONS.

In this title:
(1) ARTICLE.—The term ‘‘article’’ means any

material or tangible object that could harbor
plant pests or noxious weeds.

(2) BIOLOGICAL CONTROL ORGANISM.—The term
‘‘biological control organism’’ means any
enemy, antagonist, or competitor used to control
a plant pest or noxious weed.

(3) ENTER AND ENTRY.—The terms ‘‘enter’’ and
‘‘entry’’ mean to move into, or the act of move-
ment into, the commerce of the United States.

(4) EXPORT AND EXPORTATION.—The terms
‘‘export’’ and ‘‘exportation’’ mean to move from,
or the act of movement from, the United States
to any place outside the United States.

(5) IMPORT AND IMPORTATION.—The terms
‘‘import’’ and ‘‘importation’’ mean to move into,
or the act of movement into, the territorial limits
of the United States.

(6) INTERSTATE.—The term ‘‘interstate’’
means—

(A) from one State into or through any other
State; or

(B) within the District of Columbia, Guam,
the Virgin Islands of the United States, or any
other territory or possession of the United
States.

(7) INTERSTATE COMMERCE.—The term ‘‘inter-
state commerce’’ means trade, traffic, or other
commerce—

(A) between a place in a State and a point in
another State, or between points within the
same State but through any place outside that
State; or

(B) within the District of Columbia, Guam,
the Virgin Islands of the United States, or any
other territory or possession of the United
States.

(8) MEANS OF CONVEYANCE.—The term ‘‘means
of conveyance’’ means any personal property
used for or intended for use for the movement of
any other personal property.

(9) MOVE AND RELATED TERMS.—The terms
‘‘move’’, ‘‘moving’’, and ‘‘movement’’ mean—

(A) to carry, enter, import, mail, ship, or
transport;

(B) to aid, abet, cause, or induce the carrying,
entering, importing, mailing, shipping, or trans-
porting;

(C) to offer to carry, enter, import, mail, ship,
or transport;

(D) to receive to carry, enter, import, mail,
ship, or transport;

(E) to release into the environment; or
(F) to allow any of the activities described in

a preceding subparagraph.
(10) NOXIOUS WEED.—The term ‘‘noxious

weed’’ means any plant or plant product that
can directly or indirectly injure or cause damage
to crops (including nursery stock or plant prod-
ucts), livestock, poultry, or other interests of ag-
riculture, irrigation, navigation, the natural re-
sources of the United States, the public health,
or the environment.

(11) PERMIT.—The term ‘‘permit’’ means a
written or oral authorization, including by elec-
tronic methods, by the Secretary to move plants,
plant products, biological control organisms,
plant pests, noxious weeds, or articles under
conditions prescribed by the Secretary.

(12) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means any
individual, partnership, corporation, associa-
tion, joint venture, or other legal entity.

(13) PLANT.—The term ‘‘plant’’ means any
plant (including any plant part) for or capable
of propagation, including a tree, a tissue cul-
ture, a plantlet culture, pollen, a shrub, a vine,
a cutting, a graft, a scion, a bud, a bulb, a root,
and a seed.

(14) PLANT PEST.—The term ‘‘plant pest’’
means any living stage of any of the following
that can directly or indirectly injure, cause
damage to, or cause disease in any plant or
plant product:

(A) A protozoan.
(B) A nonhuman animal.
(C) A parasitic plant.
(D) A bacterium.
(E) A fungus.
(F) A virus or viroid.
(G) An infectious agent or other pathogen.
(H) Any article similar to or allied with any of

the articles specified in the preceding subpara-
graphs.

(15) PLANT PRODUCT.—The term ‘‘plant prod-
uct’’ means—

(A) any flower, fruit, vegetable, root, bulb,
seed, or other plant part that is not included in
the definition of plant; or

(B) any manufactured or processed plant or
plant part.

(16) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ means
the Secretary of Agriculture.

(17) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’’ means any of
the several States of the United States, the Com-
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands,
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District
of Columbia, Guam, the Virgin Islands of the
United States, or any other territory or posses-
sion of the United States.

(18) SYSTEMS APPROACH.—For the purposes of
section 412(e), the term ‘‘systems approach’’
means a defined set of phytosanitary proce-
dures, at least 2 of which have an independent
effect in mitigating pest risk associated with the
movement of commodities.

(19) THIS TITLE.—Except when used in this
section, the term ‘‘this title’’ includes any regu-
lation or order issued by the Secretary under the
authority of this title.

(20) UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘United
States’’ means all of the States.

Subtitle A—Plant Protection
SEC. 411. REGULATION OF MOVEMENT OF PLANT

PESTS.
(a) PROHIBITION OF UNAUTHORIZED MOVE-

MENT OF PLANT PESTS.—Except as provided in
subsection (c), no person shall import, enter, ex-
port, or move in interstate commerce any plant
pest, unless the importation, entry, exportation,
or movement is authorized under general or spe-
cific permit and is in accordance with such reg-
ulations as the Secretary may issue to prevent
the introduction of plant pests into the United
States or the dissemination of plant pests within
the United States.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR PROCESSES.—The Sec-
retary shall ensure that the processes used in
developing regulations under subsection (a) gov-
erning consideration of import requests are
based on sound science and are transparent and
accessible.

(c) AUTHORIZATION OF MOVEMENT OF PLANT
PESTS BY REGULATION.—

(1) EXCEPTION TO PERMIT REQUIREMENT.—The
Secretary may issue regulations to allow the im-
portation, entry, exportation, or movement in
interstate commerce of specified plant pests
without further restriction if the Secretary finds
that a permit under subsection (a) is not nec-
essary.

(2) PETITION TO ADD OR REMOVE PLANT PESTS
FROM REGULATION.—Any person may petition
the Secretary to add a plant pest to, or remove
a plant pest from, the regulations issued by the
Secretary under paragraph (1).

(3) RESPONSE TO PETITION BY THE SEC-
RETARY.—In the case of a petition submitted
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall act on
the petition within a reasonable time and notify
the petitioner of the final action the Secretary
takes on the petition. The Secretary’s deter-
mination on the petition shall be based on
sound science.

(d) PROHIBITION OF UNAUTHORIZED MAILING
OF PLANT PESTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any letter, parcel, box, or
other package containing any plant pest,
whether sealed as letter-rate postal matter or
not, is nonmailable and shall not knowingly be
conveyed in the mail or delivered from any post

office or by any mail carrier, unless the letter,
parcel, box, or other package is mailed in com-
pliance with such regulations as the Secretary
may issue to prevent the dissemination of plant
pests into the United States or interstate.

(2) APPLICATION OF POSTAL LAWS AND REGULA-
TIONS.—Nothing in this subsection authorizes
any person to open any mailed letter or other
mailed sealed matter except in accordance with
the postal laws and regulations.

(e) REGULATIONS.—Regulations issued by the
Secretary to implement subsections (a), (c), and
(d) may include provisions requiring that any
plant pest imported, entered, to be exported,
moved in interstate commerce, mailed, or deliv-
ered from any post office—

(1) be accompanied by a permit issued by the
Secretary prior to the importation, entry, expor-
tation, movement in interstate commerce, mail-
ing, or delivery of the plant pest;

(2) be accompanied by a certificate of inspec-
tion issued (in a manner and form required by
the Secretary) by appropriate officials of the
country or State from which the plant pest is to
be moved;

(3) be raised under post-entry quarantine con-
ditions by or under the supervision of the Sec-
retary for the purposes of determining whether
the plant pest—

(A) may be infested with other plant pests;
(B) may pose a significant risk of causing in-

jury to, damage to, or disease in any plant or
plant product; or

(C) may be a noxious weed; and
(4) be subject to remedial measures the Sec-

retary determines to be necessary to prevent the
spread of plant pests.
SEC. 412. REGULATION OF MOVEMENT OF

PLANTS, PLANT PRODUCTS, BIO-
LOGICAL CONTROL ORGANISMS,
NOXIOUS WEEDS, ARTICLES, AND
MEANS OF CONVEYANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may prohibit
or restrict the importation, entry, exportation,
or movement in interstate commerce of any
plant, plant product, biological control orga-
nism, noxious weed, article, or means of convey-
ance, if the Secretary determines that the prohi-
bition or restriction is necessary to prevent the
introduction into the United States or the dis-
semination of a plant pest or noxious weed
within the United States.

(b) POLICY.—The Secretary shall ensure that
processes used in developing regulations under
this section governing consideration of import
requests are based on sound science and are
transparent and accessible.

(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary may issue
regulations to implement subsection (a), includ-
ing regulations requiring that any plant, plant
product, biological control organism, noxious
weed, article, or means of conveyance imported,
entered, to be exported, or moved in interstate
commerce—

(1) be accompanied by a permit issued by the
Secretary prior to the importation, entry, expor-
tation, or movement in interstate commerce;

(2) be accompanied by a certificate of inspec-
tion issued (in a manner and form required by
the Secretary) by appropriate officials of the
country or State from which the plant, plant
product, biological control organism, noxious
weed, article, or means of conveyance is to be
moved;

(3) be subject to remedial measures the Sec-
retary determines to be necessary to prevent the
spread of plant pests or noxious weeds; and

(4) with respect to plants or biological control
organisms, be grown or handled under post-
entry quarantine conditions by or under the su-
pervision of the Secretary for the purposes of de-
termining whether the plant or biological con-
trol organism may be infested with plant pests
or may be a plant pest or noxious weed.

(d) NOTICE.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall publish for public comment a notice de-
scribing the procedures and standards that gov-
ern the consideration of import requests. The
notice shall—
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(1) specify how public input will be sought in

advance of and during the process of promul-
gating regulations necessitating a risk assess-
ment in order to ensure a fully transparent and
publicly accessible process; and

(2) include consideration of the following:
(A) Public announcement of import requests

that will necessitate a risk assessment.
(B) A process for assigning major/nonroutine

or minor/routine status to such requests based
on current state of supporting scientific infor-
mation.

(C) A process for assigning priority to re-
quests.

(D) Guidelines for seeking relevant scientific
and economic information in advance of initi-
ating informal rulemaking.

(E) Guidelines for ensuring availability and
transparency of assumptions and uncertainties
in the risk assessment process including applica-
ble risk mitigation measures relied upon individ-
ually or as components of a system of mitigative
measures proposed consistent with the purposes
of this title.

(e) STUDY AND REPORT ON SYSTEMS AP-
PROACH.—

(1) STUDY.—The Secretary shall conduct a
study of the role for and application of systems
approaches designed to guard against the intro-
duction of plant pathogens into the United
States associated with proposals to import
plants or plant products into the United States.

(2) PARTICIPATION BY SCIENTISTS.—In con-
ducting the study the Secretary shall ensure
participation by scientists from State depart-
ments of agriculture, colleges and universities,
the private sector, and the Agricultural Re-
search Service.

(3) REPORT.—Not later than 2 years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary
shall submit a report on the results of the study
conducted under this section to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the
Senate and the Committee on Agriculture of the
House of Representatives.

(f) NOXIOUS WEEDS.—
(1) REGULATIONS.—In the case of noxious

weeds, the Secretary may publish, by regula-
tion, a list of noxious weeds that are prohibited
or restricted from entering the United States or
that are subject to restrictions on interstate
movement within the United States.

(2) PETITION TO ADD OR REMOVE PLANTS FROM
REGULATION.—Any person may petition the Sec-
retary to add a plant species to, or remove a
plant species from, the regulations issued by the
Secretary under this subsection.

(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—In the case of
a petition submitted under paragraph (2), the
Secretary shall act on the petition within a rea-
sonable time and notify the petitioner of the
final action the Secretary takes on the petition.
The Secretary’s determination on the petition
shall be based on sound science.

(g) BIOLOGICAL CONTROL ORGANISMS.—
(1) REGULATIONS.—In the case of biological

control organisms, the Secretary may publish,
by regulation, a list of organisms whose move-
ment in interstate commerce is not prohibited or
restricted. Any listing may take into account
distinctions between organisms such as indige-
nous, nonindigenous, newly introduced, or com-
mercially raised.

(2) PETITION TO ADD OR REMOVE BIOLOGICAL
CONTROL ORGANISMS FROM THE REGULATIONS.—
Any person may petition the Secretary to add a
biological control organism to, or remove a bio-
logical control organism from, the regulations
issued by the Secretary under this subsection.

(3) DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY.—In the case of
a petition submitted under paragraph (2), the
Secretary shall act on the petition within a rea-
sonable time and notify the petitioner of the
final action the Secretary takes on the petition.
The Secretary’s determination on the petition
shall be based on sound science.
SEC. 413. NOTIFICATION AND HOLDING REQUIRE-

MENTS UPON ARRIVAL.
(a) DUTY OF SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.—

(1) NOTIFICATION.—The Secretary of the
Treasury shall promptly notify the Secretary of
Agriculture of the arrival of any plant, plant
product, biological control organism, plant pest,
or noxious weed at a port of entry.

(2) HOLDING.—The Secretary of the Treasury
shall hold a plant, plant product, biological
control organism, plant pest, or noxious weed
for which notification is made under paragraph
(1) at the port of entry until the plant, plant
product, biological control organism, plant pest,
or noxious weed—

(A) is inspected and authorized for entry into
or transit movement through the United States;
or

(B) is otherwise released by the Secretary of
Agriculture.

(3) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraphs (1) and (2) shall
not apply to any plant, plant product, biological
control organism, plant pest, or noxious weed
that is imported from a country or region of a
country designated by the Secretary of Agri-
culture, pursuant to regulations, as exempt from
the requirements of such paragraphs.

(b) DUTY OF RESPONSIBLE PARTIES.—
(1) NOTIFICATION.—The person responsible for

any plant, plant product, biological control or-
ganism, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance required to have a permit
under section 411 or 412 shall provide the notifi-
cation described in paragraph (3) as soon as
possible after the arrival of the plant, plant
product, biological control organism, plant pest,
noxious weed, article, or means of conveyance
at a port of entry and before the plant, plant
product, biological control organism, plant pest,
noxious weed, article, or means of conveyance is
moved from the port of entry.

(2) SUBMISSION.—The notification shall be
provided to the Secretary, or, at the Secretary’s
direction, to the proper official of the State to
which the plant, plant product, biological con-
trol organism, plant pest, noxious weed, article,
or means of conveyance is destined, or both, as
the Secretary may prescribe.

(3) ELEMENTS OF NOTIFICATION.—The notifica-
tion shall consist of the following:

(A) The name and address of the consignee.
(B) The nature and quantity of the plant,

plant product, biological control organism, plant
pest, noxious weed, article, or means of convey-
ance proposed to be moved.

(C) The country and locality where the plant,
plant product, biological control organism, plant
pest, noxious weed, article, or means of convey-
ance was grown, produced, or located.

(c) PROHIBITION ON MOVEMENT OF ITEMS
WITHOUT AUTHORIZATION.—No person shall
move from a port of entry or interstate any im-
ported plant, plant product, biological control
organism, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance unless the imported plant,
plant product, biological control organism, plant
pest, noxious weed, article, or means of
conveyance—

(1) is inspected and authorized for entry into
or transit movement through the United States;
or

(2) is otherwise released by the Secretary.
SEC. 414. GENERAL REMEDIAL MEASURES FOR

NEW PLANT PESTS AND NOXIOUS
WEEDS.

(a) AUTHORITY TO HOLD, TREAT, OR DESTROY
ITEMS.—If the Secretary considers it necessary
in order to prevent the dissemination of a plant
pest or noxious weed that is new to or not
known to be widely prevalent or distributed
within and throughout the United States, the
Secretary may hold, seize, quarantine, treat,
apply other remedial measures to, destroy, or
otherwise dispose of any plant, plant pest, nox-
ious weed, biological control organism, plant
product, article, or means of conveyance that—

(1) is moving into or through the United
States or interstate, or has moved into or
through the United States or interstate, and—

(A) the Secretary has reason to believe is a
plant pest or noxious weed or is infested with a

plant pest or noxious weed at the time of the
movement; or

(B) is or has been otherwise in violation of
this title;

(2) has not been maintained in compliance
with a post-entry quarantine requirement; or

(3) is the progeny of any plant, biological con-
trol organism, plant product, plant pest, or nox-
ious weed that is moving into or through the
United States or interstate, or has moved into
the United States or interstate, in violation of
this title.

(b) AUTHORITY TO ORDER AN OWNER TO
TREAT OR DESTROY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may order the
owner of any plant, biological control organism,
plant product, plant pest, noxious weed, article,
or means of conveyance subject to action under
subsection (a), or the owner’s agent, to treat,
apply other remedial measures to, destroy, or
otherwise dispose of the plant, biological control
organism, plant product, plant pest, noxious
weed, article, or means of conveyance, without
cost to the Federal Government and in the man-
ner the Secretary considers appropriate.

(2) FAILURE TO COMPLY.—If the owner or
agent of the owner fails to comply with the Sec-
retary’s order under this subsection, the Sec-
retary may take an action authorized by sub-
section (a) and recover from the owner or agent
of the owner the costs of any care, handling,
application of remedial measures, or disposal in-
curred by the Secretary in connection with ac-
tions taken under subsection (a).

(c) CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM.—
(1) DEVELOPMENT REQUIRED.—To facilitate

control of noxious weeds, the Secretary may de-
velop a classification system to describe the sta-
tus and action levels for noxious weeds. The
classification system may include the current
geographic distribution, relative threat, and ac-
tions initiated to prevent introduction or dis-
tribution.

(2) MANAGEMENT PLANS.—In conjunction with
the classification system, the Secretary may de-
velop integrated management plans for noxious
weeds for the geographic region or ecological
range where the noxious weed is found in the
United States.

(d) APPLICATION OF LEAST DRASTIC ACTION.—
No plant, biological control organism, plant
product, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance shall be destroyed, ex-
ported, or returned to the shipping point of ori-
gin, or ordered to be destroyed, exported, or re-
turned to the shipping point of origin under this
section unless, in the opinion of the Secretary,
there is no less drastic action that is feasible
and that would be adequate to prevent the dis-
semination of any plant pest or noxious weed
new to or not known to be widely prevalent or
distributed within and throughout the United
States.
SEC. 415. DECLARATION OF EXTRAORDINARY

EMERGENCY AND RESULTING AU-
THORITIES.

(a) AUTHORITY TO DECLARE.—If the Secretary
determines that an extraordinary emergency ex-
ists because of the presence of a plant pest or
noxious weed that is new to or not known to be
widely prevalent in or distributed within and
throughout the United States and that the pres-
ence of the plant pest or noxious weed threatens
plants or plant products of the United States,
the Secretary may—

(1) hold, seize, quarantine, treat, apply other
remedial measures to, destroy, or otherwise dis-
pose of, any plant, biological control organism,
plant product, article, or means of conveyance
that the Secretary has reason to believe is in-
fested with the plant pest or noxious weed;

(2) quarantine, treat, or apply other remedial
measures to any premises, including any plants,
biological control organisms, plant products, ar-
ticles, or means of conveyance on the premises,
that the Secretary has reason to believe is in-
fested with the plant pest or noxious weed;

(3) quarantine any State or portion of a State
in which the Secretary finds the plant pest or
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noxious weed or any plant, biological control or-
ganism, plant product, article, or means of con-
veyance that the Secretary has reason to believe
is infested with the plant pest or noxious weed;
and

(4) prohibit or restrict the movement within a
State of any plant, biological control organism,
plant product, article, or means of conveyance
when the Secretary determines that the prohibi-
tion or restriction is necessary to prevent the
dissemination of the plant pest or noxious weed
or to eradicate the plant pest or noxious weed.

(b) REQUIRED FINDING OF EMERGENCY.—The
Secretary may take action under this section
only upon finding, after review and consulta-
tion with the Governor or other appropriate of-
ficial of the State affected, that the measures
being taken by the State are inadequate to
eradicate the plant pest or noxious weed.

(c) NOTIFICATION PROCEDURES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), before any action is taken in any
State under this section, the Secretary shall no-
tify the Governor or other appropriate official of
the State affected, issue a public announcement,
and file for publication in the Federal Register
a statement of—

(A) the Secretary’s findings;
(B) the action the Secretary intends to take;
(C) the reasons for the intended action; and
(D) where practicable, an estimate of the an-

ticipated duration of the extraordinary emer-
gency.

(2) TIME SENSITIVE ACTIONS.—If it is not pos-
sible to file for publication in the Federal Reg-
ister prior to taking action, the filing shall be
made within a reasonable time, not to exceed 10
business days, after commencement of the ac-
tion.

(d) APPLICATION OF LEAST DRASTIC ACTION.—
No plant, biological control organism, plant
product, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance shall be destroyed, ex-
ported, or returned to the shipping point of ori-
gin, or ordered to be destroyed, exported, or re-
turned to the shipping point of origin under this
section unless, in the opinion of the Secretary,
there is no less drastic action that is feasible
and that would be adequate to prevent the dis-
semination of any plant pest or noxious weed
new to or not known to be widely prevalent or
distributed within and throughout the United
States.

(e) PAYMENT OF COMPENSATION.—The Sec-
retary may pay compensation to any person for
economic losses incurred by the person as a re-
sult of action taken by the Secretary under this
section. The determination by the Secretary of
the amount of any compensation to be paid
under this subsection shall be final and shall
not be subject to judicial review.
SEC. 416. RECOVERY OF COMPENSATION FOR UN-

AUTHORIZED ACTIVITIES.
(a) RECOVERY ACTION.—The owner of any

plant, plant biological control organism, plant
product, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance destroyed or otherwise dis-
posed of by the Secretary under section 414 or
415 may bring an action against the United
States to recover just compensation for the de-
struction or disposal of the plant, plant biologi-
cal control organism, plant product, plant pest,
noxious weed, article, or means of conveyance
(not including compensation for loss due to
delays incident to determining eligibility for im-
portation, entry, exportation, movement in
interstate commerce, or release into the environ-
ment), but only if the owner establishes that the
destruction or disposal was not authorized
under this title.

(b) TIME FOR ACTION; LOCATION.—An action
under this section shall be brought not later
than 1 year after the destruction or disposal of
the plant, plant biological control organism,
plant product, plant pest, noxious weed, article,
or means of conveyance involved. The action
may be brought in any United States district
court where the owner is found, resides, trans-

acts business, is licensed to do business, or is in-
corporated.
SEC. 417. CONTROL OF GRASSHOPPERS AND MOR-

MON CRICKETS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the availability of

funds pursuant to this section, the Secretary
shall carry out a program to control grass-
hoppers and Mormon crickets on all Federal
lands to protect rangeland.

(b) TRANSFER AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (3),

upon the request of the Secretary of Agriculture,
the Secretary of the Interior shall transfer to the
Secretary of Agriculture, from any no-year ap-
propriations, funds for the prevention, suppres-
sion, and control of actual or potential grass-
hopper and Mormon cricket outbreaks on Fed-
eral lands under the jurisdiction of the Sec-
retary of the Interior. The transferred funds
shall be available only for the payment of obli-
gations incurred on such Federal lands.

(2) TRANSFER REQUESTS.—Requests for the
transfer of funds pursuant to this subsection
shall be made as promptly as possible by the
Secretary.

(3) LIMITATION.—Funds transferred pursuant
to this subsection may not be used by the Sec-
retary until funds specifically appropriated to
the Secretary for grasshopper control have been
exhausted.

(4) REPLENISHMENT OF TRANSFERRED FUNDS.—
Funds transferred pursuant to this subsection
shall be replenished by supplemental or regular
appropriations, which shall be requested as
promptly as possible.

(c) TREATMENT FOR GRASSHOPPERS AND MOR-
MON CRICKETS—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the availability of
funds pursuant to this section, on request of the
administering agency or the agriculture depart-
ment of an affected State, the Secretary, to pro-
tect rangeland, shall immediately treat Federal,
State, or private lands that are infested with
grasshoppers or Mormon crickets at levels of
economic infestation, unless the Secretary deter-
mines that delaying treatment will not cause
greater economic damage to adjacent owners of
rangeland.

(2) OTHER PROGRAMS.—In carrying out this
section, the Secretary shall work in conjunction
with other Federal, State, and private preven-
tion, control, or suppression efforts to protect
rangeland.

(d) FEDERAL COST SHARE OF TREATMENT.—
(1) CONTROL ON FEDERAL LANDS.—Out of

funds made available or transferred under this
section, the Secretary shall pay 100 percent of
the cost of grasshopper or Mormon cricket con-
trol on Federal lands to protect rangeland.

(2) CONTROL ON STATE LANDS.—Out of funds
made available under this section, the Secretary
shall pay 50 percent of the cost of grasshopper
or Mormon cricket control on State lands.

(3) CONTROL ON PRIVATE LANDS.—Out of funds
made available under this section, the Secretary
shall pay 33.3 percent of the cost of grasshopper
or Mormon cricket control on private lands.

(e) TRAINING.—From appropriated funds made
available or transferred by the Secretary of the
Interior to the Secretary of Agriculture for such
purposes, the Secretary of Agriculture shall pro-
vide adequate funding for a program to train
personnel to accomplish effectively the objective
of this section.
SEC. 418. CERTIFICATION FOR EXPORTS.

The Secretary may certify as to the freedom of
plants, plant products, or biological control or-
ganisms from plant pests or noxious weeds, or
the exposure of plants, plant products, or bio-
logical control organisms to plant pests or nox-
ious weeds, according to the phytosanitary or
other requirements of the countries to which the
plants, plant products, or biological control or-
ganisms may be exported.

Subtitle B—Inspection and Enforcement
SEC. 421. INSPECTIONS, SEIZURES, AND WAR-

RANTS.
(a) ROLE OF ATTORNEY GENERAL.—The activi-

ties authorized by this section shall be carried

out consistent with guidelines approved by the
Attorney General.

(b) WARRANTLESS INSPECTIONS.—The Sec-
retary may stop and inspect, without a warrant,
any person or means of conveyance moving—

(1) into the United States to determine wheth-
er the person or means of conveyance is car-
rying any plant, plant product, biological con-
trol organism, plant pest, noxious weed, or arti-
cle subject to this title;

(2) in interstate commerce, upon probable
cause to believe that the person or means of con-
veyance is carrying any plant, plant product,
biological control organism, plant pest, noxious
weed, or article subject to this title; and

(3) in intrastate commerce from or within any
State, portion of a State, or premises quar-
antined as part of a extraordinary emergency
declared under section 415 upon probable cause
to believe that the person or means of convey-
ance is carrying any plant, plant product, bio-
logical control organism, plant pest, noxious
weed, or article regulated under that section or
is moving subject to that section.

(c) INSPECTIONS WITH A WARRANT.—
(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Secretary may

enter, with a warrant, any premises in the
United States for the purpose of conducting in-
vestigations or making inspections and seizures
under this title.

(2) APPLICATION AND ISSUANCE OF A WAR-
RANT.—Upon proper oath or affirmation show-
ing probable cause to believe that there is on
certain premises any plant, plant product, bio-
logical control organism, plant pest, noxious
weed, article, facility, or means of conveyance
regulated under this title, a United States judge,
a judge of a court of record in the United States,
or a United States magistrate judge may, within
the judge’s or magistrate’s jurisdiction, issue a
warrant for the entry upon the premises to con-
duct any investigation or make any inspection
or seizure under this title. The warrant may be
applied for and executed by the Secretary or
any United States Marshal.
SEC. 422. COLLECTION OF INFORMATION.

The Secretary may gather and compile infor-
mation and conduct any investigations the Sec-
retary considers necessary for the administra-
tion and enforcement of this title.
SEC. 423. SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.

(a) AUTHORITY TO ISSUE.—The Secretary shall
have power to subpoena the attendance and tes-
timony of any witness, and the production of all
documentary evidence relating to the adminis-
tration or enforcement of this title or any matter
under investigation in connection with this title.

(b) LOCATION OF PRODUCTION.—The attend-
ance of any witness and production of docu-
mentary evidence may be required from any
place in the United States at any designated
place of hearing.

(c) ENFORCEMENT OF SUBPOENA.—In the case
of disobedience to a subpoena by any person,
the Secretary may request the Attorney General
to invoke the aid of any court of the United
States within the jurisdiction in which the in-
vestigation is conducted, or where the person re-
sides, is found, transacts business, is licensed to
do business, or is incorporated, in requiring the
attendance and testimony of any witness and
the production of documentary evidence. In case
of a refusal to obey a subpoena issued to any
person, a court may order the person to appear
before the Secretary and give evidence con-
cerning the matter in question or to produce
documentary evidence. Any failure to obey the
court’s order may be punished by the court as a
contempt of the court.

(d) COMPENSATION.—Witnesses summoned by
the Secretary shall be paid the same fees and
mileage that are paid to witnesses in courts of
the United States, and witnesses whose deposi-
tions are taken and the persons taking the depo-
sitions shall be entitled to the same fees that are
paid for similar services in the courts of the
United States.
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(e) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall publish

procedures for the issuance of subpoenas under
this section. Such procedures shall include a re-
quirement that subpoenas be reviewed for legal
sufficiency and signed by the Secretary. If the
authority to sign a subpoena is delegated, the
agency receiving the delegation shall seek re-
view for legal sufficiency outside that agency.

(f) SCOPE OF SUBPOENA.—Subpoenas for wit-
nesses to attend court in any judicial district or
to testify or produce evidence at an administra-
tive hearing in any judicial district in any ac-
tion or proceeding arising under this title may
run to any other judicial district.
SEC. 424. PENALTIES FOR VIOLATION.

(a) CRIMINAL PENALTIES.—Any person that
knowingly violates this title, or that knowingly
forges, counterfeits, or, without authority from
the Secretary, uses, alters, defaces, or destroys
any certificate, permit, or other document pro-
vided for in this title shall be guilty of a mis-
demeanor, and, upon conviction, shall be fined
in accordance with title 18, United States Code,
imprisoned for a period not exceeding 1 year, or
both.

(b) CIVIL PENALTIES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person that violates this

title, or that forges, counterfeits, or, without au-
thority from the Secretary, uses, alters, defaces,
or destroys any certificate, permit, or other doc-
ument provided for in this title may, after notice
and opportunity for a hearing on the record, be
assessed a civil penalty by the Secretary that
does not exceed the greater of—

(A) $50,000 in the case of any individual (ex-
cept that the civil penalty may not exceed $1,000
in the case of an initial violation of this title by
an individual moving regulated articles not for
monetary gain), $250,000 in the case of any
other person for each violation, and $500,000 for
all violations adjudicated in a single proceeding;
or

(B) twice the gross gain or gross loss for any
violation, forgery, counterfeiting, unauthorized
use, defacing, or destruction of a certificate,
permit, or other document provided for in this
title that results in the person deriving pecu-
niary gain or causing pecuniary loss to another.

(2) FACTORS IN DETERMINING CIVIL PENALTY.—
In determining the amount of a civil penalty,
the Secretary shall take into account the na-
ture, circumstance, extent, and gravity of the
violation or violations and the Secretary may
consider, with respect to the violator—

(A) ability to pay;
(B) effect on ability to continue to do

business;
(C) any history of prior violations;
(D) the degree of culpability; and
(E) any other factors the Secretary considers

appropriate.
(3) SETTLEMENT OF CIVIL PENALTIES.—The

Secretary may compromise, modify, or remit,
with or without conditions, any civil penalty
that may be assessed under this subsection.(4)
FINALITY OF ORDERS.—The order of the Sec-
retary assessing a civil penalty shall be treated
as a final order reviewable under chapter 158 of
title 28, United States Code. The validity of the
Secretary’s order may not be reviewed in an ac-
tion to collect the civil penalty. Any civil pen-
alty not paid in full when due under an order
assessing the civil penalty shall thereafter ac-
crue interest until paid at the rate of interest
applicable to civil judgments of the courts of the
United States.

(c) LIABILITY FOR ACTS OF AN AGENT.—When
construing and enforcing this title, the act,
omission, or failure of any officer, agent, or per-
son acting for or employed by any other person
within the scope of his or her employment or of-
fice, shall be deemed also to be the act, omission,
or failure of the other person.

(d) GUIDELINES FOR CIVIL PENALTIES.—The
Secretary shall coordinate with the Attorney
General to establish guidelines to determine
under what circumstances the Secretary may

issue a civil penalty or suitable notice of warn-
ing in lieu of prosecution by the Attorney Gen-
eral of a violation of this title.
SEC. 425. ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS OF ATTORNEY

GENERAL.
The Attorney General may—
(1) prosecute, in the name of the United

States, all criminal violations of this title that
are referred to the Attorney General by the Sec-
retary or are brought to the notice of the Attor-
ney General by any person;

(2) bring an action to enjoin the violation of
or to compel compliance with this title, or to en-
join any interference by any person with the
Secretary in carrying out this title, whenever
the Secretary has reason to believe that the per-
son has violated, or is about to violate this title,
or has interfered, or is about to interfere, with
the Secretary; and

(3) bring an action for the recovery of any un-
paid civil penalty, funds under reimbursable
agreements, late payment penalty, or interest
assessed under this title.
SEC. 426. COURT JURISDICTION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The United States district
courts, the District Court of Guam, the District
Court of the Virgin Islands, the highest court of
American Samoa, and the United States courts
of other territories and possessions are vested
with jurisdiction in all cases arising under this
title. Any action arising under this title may be
brought, and process may be served, in the judi-
cial district where a violation or interference oc-
curred or is about to occur, or where the person
charged with the violation, interference, im-
pending violation, impending interference, or
failure to pay resides, is found, transacts busi-
ness, is licensed to do business, or is incor-
porated.

(b) EXCEPTION.—This section does not apply
to the imposition of civil penalties under section
424(b).

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions
SEC. 431. COOPERATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may cooper-
ate with other Federal agencies or entities,
States or political subdivisions of States, na-
tional governments, local governments of other
nations, domestic or international organiza-
tions, domestic or international associations,
and other persons to carry out this title.

(b) RESPONSIBILITY.—The individual or entity
cooperating with the Secretary under subsection
(a) shall be responsible for—

(1) the authority necessary to conduct the op-
erations or take measures on all land and prop-
erties within the foreign country or State, other
than those owned or controlled by the United
States; and

(2) other facilities and means as the Secretary
determines necessary.

(c) TRANSFER OF BIOLOGICAL CONTROL METH-
ODS.—The Secretary may transfer to a State,
Federal agency, or other person biological con-
trol methods using biological control organisms
against plant pests or noxious weeds.

(d) COOPERATION IN PROGRAM ADMINISTRA-
TION.—The Secretary may cooperate with State
authorities or other persons in the administra-
tion of programs for the improvement of plants,
plant products, and biological control orga-
nisms.

(e) PHYTOSANITARY ISSUES.—The Secretary
shall ensure that phytosanitary issues involving
imports and exports are addressed based on
sound science and consistent with applicable
international agreements. To accomplish these
goals, the Secretary may—

(1) conduct direct negotiations with plant
health officials or other appropriate officials of
other countries;

(2) provide technical assistance, training, and
guidance to any country requesting such assist-
ance in the development of agricultural health
protection systems and import/export systems;
and

(3) maintain plant health and quarantine ex-
pertise in other countries—

(A) to facilitate the establishment of
phytosanitary systems and the resolution of
phytosanitary issues;

(B) to assist those countries with agricultural
health protection activities; and

(C) to provide general liaison on agricultural
health issues with the plant health or other ap-
propriate officials of the country.
SEC. 432. BUILDINGS, LAND, PEOPLE, CLAIMS,

AND AGREEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—To the extent necessary to
carry out this title, the Secretary may acquire
and maintain all real or personal property for
special purposes and employ any persons, make
grants, and enter into any contracts, coopera-
tive agreements, memoranda of understanding,
or other agreements.

(b) TORT CLAIMS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), the Secretary may pay tort claims in
the manner authorized in the first paragraph of
section 2672 of title 28, United States Code, when
the claims arise outside the United States in
connection with activities that are authorized
under this title.

(2) REQUIREMENTS OF CLAIM.—A claim may
not be allowed under this subsection unless the
claim is presented in writing to the Secretary
within 2 years after the date on which the claim
accrues.
SEC. 433. REIMBURSABLE AGREEMENTS.

(a) AUTHORITY TO ENTER INTO AGREE-
MENTS.—The Secretary may enter into reimburs-
able fee agreements with persons for
preclearance of plants, plant products, biologi-
cal control organisms, and articles at locations
outside the United States for movement into the
United States.

(b) FUNDS COLLECTED FOR PRECLEARANCE.—
Funds collected for preclearance shall be cred-
ited to accounts which may be established by
the Secretary for this purpose and shall remain
available until expended for the preclearance
activities without fiscal year limitation.

(c) PAYMENT OF EMPLOYEES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other

law, the Secretary may pay employees of the De-
partment of Agriculture performing services re-
lating to imports into and exports from the
United States, for all overtime, night, or holiday
work performed by them, at rates of pay estab-
lished by the Secretary.

(2) REIMBURSEMENT OF THE SECRETARY.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may require

persons for whom the services are performed to
reimburse the Secretary for any sums of money
paid by the Secretary for the services.

(B) USE OF FUNDS.—All funds collected under
this paragraph shall be credited to the account
that incurs the costs and shall remain available
until expended without fiscal year limitation.

(d) LATE PAYMENT PENALTIES.—
(1) COLLECTION.—Upon failure to reimburse

the Secretary in accordance with this section,
the Secretary may assess a late payment pen-
alty, and the overdue funds shall accrue inter-
est, as required by section 3717 of title 31, United
States Code.

(2) USE OF FUNDS.—Any late payment penalty
and any accrued interest shall be credited to the
account that incurs the costs and shall remain
available until expended without fiscal year lim-
itation.
SEC. 434. REGULATIONS AND ORDERS.

The Secretary may issue such regulations and
orders as the Secretary considers necessary to
carry out this title.
SEC. 435. PROTECTION FOR MAIL HANDLERS.

This title shall not apply to any employee of
the United States in the performance of the du-
ties of the employee in handling the mail.
SEC. 436. PREEMPTION.

(a) REGULATION OF FOREIGN COMMERCE.—No
State or political subdivision of a State may reg-
ulate in foreign commerce any article, means of
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1 In general, the Statement of Managers is ar-
ranged in order by title of the conference substitute,
and by the House bill within the title.

conveyance, plant, biological control organism,
plant pest, noxious weed, or plant product in
order—

(1) to control a plant pest or noxious weed;
(2) to eradicate a plant pest or noxious weed;

or
(3) prevent the introduction or dissemination

of a biological control organism, plant pest, or
noxious weed.

(b) REGULATION OF INTERSTATE COMMERCE.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in para-

graph (2), no State or political subdivision of a
State may regulate the movement in interstate
commerce of any article, means of conveyance,
plant, biological control organism, plant pest,
noxious weed, or plant product in order to con-
trol a plant pest or noxious weed, eradicate a
plant pest or noxious weed, or prevent the intro-
duction or dissemination of a biological control
organism, plant pest, or noxious weed, if the
Secretary has issued a regulation or order to
prevent the dissemination of the biological con-
trol organism, plant pest, or noxious weed with-
in the United States.

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—
(A) REGULATIONS CONSISTENT WITH FEDERAL

REGULATIONS.—A State or a political subdivision
of a State may impose prohibitions or restric-
tions upon the movement in interstate commerce
of articles, means of conveyance, plants, biologi-
cal control organisms, plant pests, noxious
weeds, or plant products that are consistent
with and do not exceed the regulations or orders
issued by the Secretary.

(B) SPECIAL NEED.—A State or political sub-
division of a State may impose prohibitions or
restrictions upon the movement in interstate
commerce of articles, means of conveyance,
plants, plant products, biological control orga-
nisms, plant pests, or noxious weeds that are in
addition to the prohibitions or restrictions im-
posed by the Secretary, if the State or political
subdivision of a State demonstrates to the Sec-
retary and the Secretary finds that there is a
special need for additional prohibitions or re-
strictions based on sound scientific data or a
thorough risk assessment.
SEC. 437. SEVERABILITY.

If any provision of this title or application of
any provision of this title to any person or cir-
cumstances is held invalid, the remainder of this
title and the application of the provision to
other persons and circumstances shall not be af-
fected by the invalidity.
SEC. 438. REPEAL OF SUPERSEDED LAWS.

(a) REPEAL.—The following provisions of law
are repealed:

(1) The Act of August 20, 1912 (commonly
known as the ‘‘Plant Quarantine Act’’)(7 U.S.C.
151–164a, 167).

(2) The Federal Plant Pest Act (7 U.S.C. 150aa
et seq., 7 U.S.C. 147a note).

(3) Subsections (a) through (e) of section 102
of the Department of Agriculture Organic Act of
1944 (7 U.S.C. 147a).

(4) The Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 (7
U.S.C. 2801 et seq.), except the first section and
section 15 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 2801 note; 7
U.S.C. 2814).

(5) The Act of January 31, 1942 (commonly
known as the ‘‘Mexican Border Act’’)(7 U.S.C.
149).

(6) The Joint Resolution of April 6, 1937 (com-
monly known as the ‘‘Insect Control Act’’)(7
U.S.C. 148 et seq.).

(7) The Halogeton Glomeratus Act (7 U.S.C.
1651 et seq.).

(8) The Golden Nematode Act (7 U.S.C. 150 et
seq.).

(9) Section 1773 of the Food Security Act of
1985 (Public Law 99–198; 7 U.S.C. 148f).

(b) EMERGENCY TRANSFER AUTHORITY RE-
GARDING PLANT PESTS.—The first section of
Public Law 97–46 (7 U.S.C. 147b) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘plant pests or’’; and
(2) by striking ‘‘section 102 of the Act of Sep-

tember 21, 1944, as amended (7 U.S.C. 147a),
and’’.

(c) EFFECT ON REGULATIONS.—Regulations
issued under the authority of a provision of law
repealed by subsection (a) shall remain in effect
until such time as the Secretary issues a regula-
tion under section 434 that supersedes the ear-
lier regulation.
Subtitle D—Authorization of Appropriations

SEC. 441. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such

amounts as may be necessary to carry out this
title. Except as specifically authorized by law,
no part of the money appropriated under this
section shall be used to pay indemnities for
property injured or destroyed by or at the direc-
tion of the Secretary.
SEC. 442. TRANSFER AUTHORITY.

(a) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER CERTAIN
FUNDS.—In connection with an emergency in
which a plant pest or noxious weed threatens
any segment of the agricultural production of
the United States, the Secretary may transfer
from other appropriations or funds available to
the agencies or corporations of the Department
of Agriculture such amounts as the Secretary
considers necessary to be available in the emer-
gency for the arrest, control, eradication, and
prevention of the spread of the plant pest or
noxious weed and for related expenses.

(b) AVAILABILITY.—Any funds transferred
under this section shall remain available for
such purposes without fiscal year limitation.

TITLE V—INSPECTION ANIMALS
SEC. 501. CIVIL PENALTY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any person that causes
harm to, or interferes with, an animal used for
the purposes of official inspections by the De-
partment of Agriculture, may, after notice and
opportunity for a hearing on the record, be as-
sessed a civil penalty by the Secretary of Agri-
culture not to exceed $10,000.

(b) FACTORS IN DETERMINING CIVIL PEN-
ALTY.—In determining the amount of a civil
penalty, the Secretary shall take into account
the nature, circumstance, extent, and gravity of
the offense.

(c) SETTLEMENT OF CIVIL PENALTIES.—The
Secretary may compromise, modify, or remit,
with or without conditions, any civil penalty
that may be assessed under this section.

(d) FINALITY OF ORDERS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The order of the Secretary

assessing a civil penalty shall be treated as a
final order reviewable under chapter 158 of title
28, United States Code. The validity of the order
of the Secretary may not be reviewed in an ac-
tion to collect the civil penalty.

(2) INTEREST.—Any civil penalty not paid in
full when due under an order assessing the civil
penalty shall thereafter accrue interest until
paid at the rate of interest applicable to civil
judgments of the courts of the United States.
SEC. 502. SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall have
power to subpoena the attendance and testi-
mony of any witness, and the production of all
documentary evidence relating to the enforce-
ment of section 501 or any matter under inves-
tigation in connection with this title.

(b) LOCATION OF PRODUCTION.—The attend-
ance of any witness and the production of docu-
mentary evidence may be required from any
place in the United States at any designated
place of hearing.

(c) ENFORCEMENT OF SUBPOENA.—In the case
of disobedience to a subpoena by any person,
the Secretary may request the Attorney General
to invoke the aid of any court of the United
States within the jurisdiction in which the in-
vestigation is conducted, or where the person re-
sides, is found, transacts business, is licensed to
do business, or is incorporated, in requiring the
attendance and testimony of any witness and
the production of documentary evidence. In case
of a refusal to obey a subpoena issued to any
person, a court may order the person to appear
before the Secretary and give evidence con-

cerning the matter in question or to produce
documentary evidence. Any failure to obey the
court’s order may be punished by the court as a
contempt of the court.

(d) COMPENSATION.—Witnesses summoned by
the Secretary shall be paid the same fees and
mileage that are paid to witnesses in courts of
the United States, and witnesses whose deposi-
tions are taken, and the persons taking the
depositions shall be entitled to the same fees
that are paid for similar services in the courts of
the United States.

(e) PROCEDURES.—The Secretary shall publish
procedures for the issuance of subpoenas under
this section. Such procedures shall include a re-
quirement that subpoenas be reviewed for legal
sufficiency and signed by the Secretary. If the
authority to sign a subpoena is delegated, the
agency receiving the delegation shall seek re-
view for legal sufficiency outside that agency.

(f) SCOPE OF SUBPOENA.—Subpoenas for wit-
nesses to attend court in any judicial district or
testify or produce evidence at an administrative
hearing in any judicial district in any action or
proceeding arising under section 501 may run to
any other judicial district.

And the Senate agree to the same.
LARRY COMBEST,
BILL BARRETT,
JOHN BOEHNER,
THOMAS W. EWING,
RICHARD POMBO,
CHARLIE STENHOLM,
GARY CONDIT,
COLLIN C. PETERSON,
CAL DOOLEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RICHARD G. LUGAR,
JESSE HELMS,
THAD COCHRAN,
PAUL COVERDELL,
PAT ROBERTS,
TOM HARKIN,
PATRICK LEAHY,
KENT CONRAD,
BOB KERREY,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF

THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE
The Managers on the part of the House and

the Senate at the conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
2559), to amend the Federal Crop Insurance
Act to strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers by providing greater access
to more affordable risk management tools
and improved protection from production
and income loss, to improve the efficiency
and integrity of the Federal crop insurance
program, and for other purposes, submit the
following joint statement to the House and
the Senate in explanation of the effect of the
action agreed upon by the managers and rec-
ommended in the accompanying conference
report:

The Senate amendment struck out all of
the House bill after the enacting clause and
inserted a substitute text.

The House recedes from its disagreement
to the amendment of the Senate with an
amendment which is a substitute for the
House bill and the Senate amendment. The
differences between the House bill, the Sen-
ate amendment, and the substitute agreed to
in conference are noted below, except for
clerical corrections, conforming changes
made necessary by agreements reached by
the conferees, and minor drafting and clari-
fying changes.1 In the case where a provision
of the House bill or the Senate amendment is
adopted under the Conference substitute, re-
port language appurtenant to such provision
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of the House bill or Senate amendment, re-
spectively, stands.
Short title

The House bill provides that this Act may
be cited as the ‘‘Agricultural Risk Protec-
tion Act of 1999.’’ (Section 1)

The Senate amendment provides that this
Act may be cited as the ‘‘Risk Management
for the 21st Century Act.’’ (Section 1)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision providing that the Act be
cited as the ‘‘Agricultural Risk Protection
Act of 2000.’’ (Section 1)

TITLE I—CROP INSURANCE COVERAGE
Subtitle A—Crop Insurance Coverage

Premium schedule for additional coverage
The House bill amends section 508(d)(2) by

striking subparagraphs (B) and (C) and in-
serts a new subparagraph (B).

Paragraph (B) requires that the premium
for insurance coverage equal to or greater
than 50/100 (or an equivalent coverage) be
sufficient to cover anticipated losses and a
reasonable reserve and include operating and
administrative expenses, as determined by
FCIC based on an industry-wide percentage
of the amount of premium used to define loss
ratio.

Amends section 508(e)(2) by striking para-
graphs (B) and (C) that provide the amount
of premium to be paid by FCIC for coverage
of less than 65/100 but greater than 50/100, and
for coverage greater than 65/100, respectively.

Adds new paragraphs (B) through (G) that
provide for the new amount to be paid by
FCIC for coverage levels ranging from 50 per-
cent coverage to 85 percent coverage.

Provides that the amount to be paid by
FCIC for each coverage level (or equivalent
coverage) is the sum of the percent of pre-
mium provided below (plus an amount of ad-
ministrative and operating expenses deter-
mined under another section).

50–54% coverage = 67%
55–59% coverage = 64%
60–64% coverage = 64%
65–69% coverage = 59%
70–74% coverage = 59%
75–79% coverage = 54%
80–84% coverage = 40.6%
85% coverage = 30.6%

(Producers may choose any price election up
to 100 percent of the price election, and cov-
erage in 1 percent increments is authorized
as under current law.)

Provides that each policy or plan of insur-
ance contain a disclosure of the portion of
premium paid by FCIC.

The House bill amends section 508(d) by
adding a new paragraph (3) to authorize FCIC
to provide performance-based discounts to
producers with good production or insurance
experience.

Authorizes a 20 percent premium discount
for the 2000 crop year for certain producers of
specific crops that received a discounted
price due to Scab or Vomitoxin damage.

The House bill amends section 508(c)(5) to
provide that in the case of a cost of produc-
tion or similar plan of insurance, the ex-
pected market price (price election) is the
projected cost of producing the crop. (Sec-
tion 101, 106 and 107)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(d)(2) by striking subparagraph (C) and in-
serting a new (C) and (D) establishing pre-
mium amounts.

Paragraph (C) requires that the premium
for insurance coverage equal to or greater
than 65/100 but less than 75/100 (or a com-
parable coverage for a plan of insurance not
based on yield) be sufficient to cover antici-
pated losses and a reasonable reserve and in-
clude operating and administrative expenses,
as determined by FCIC based on an industry-
wide percentage of the amount of premium
used to define loss ratio.

Paragraph (D) requires that the premium
for insurance coverage equal to 75/100, 80/100,
and 85/100 (or a comparable coverage for a
plan of insurance not based on yield) is es-
tablished at a level as indicated under para-
graph (C).

Amends section 508(e) by striking para-
graph (1) providing that FCIC pay a portion
of premium and inserts a new paragraph rel-
ative to the same.

Provides under paragraph (1)(A) that FCIC
pay a portion of the premium as established
in section 508(e)(2).

Amends section 508(e)(2) by striking para-
graphs (B) and (C) that provide for the
amount of premium to be paid by FCIC for
coverage of less than 65/100 but greater than
50/100, and for coverage greater than 65/100,
respectively.

Adds new paragraphs (B) through (G) that
provide for the new amount to be paid by
FCIC for coverage levels ranging from 50/100
to 85/100.

Provides that the amount to be paid by
FCIC for each coverage level (or comparable
coverage for a plan of insurance not based on
yield) is the sum of the percent of premium
provided below (plus an amount of adminis-
trative and operating expenses determined
under another section).

50/100% coverage = 60%
55/100% coverage = 45%
60/100% coverage = 45%
65/100% coverage = 50%
70/100% coverage = 50%
75/100% coverage = 55%
80/100% coverage = 38%
85/100% coverage = 28%

(Producers must choose 100 percent price
election to receive correlating percentage of
assistance, and availability of coverage is
limited to 5 percent increments).

Provides under new paragraph (H) that
paragraphs (A) through (G) are applicable for
the 2001 through 2004 fiscal years.

Amends section 508(a) by striking para-
graph (3) relative to exclusions for coverage
and inserting a new paragraph (3) relative to
the same.

Provides conforming amendments amend-
ing section 508(e) by striking paragraph (4)
requiring individual and area crop insurance
coverage and by striking reference to such
authority under section 508(g)(2)(D).

The Senate amendment amends section
508(c) by striking paragraph (5) relative to
price levels and inserts a new paragraph rel-
ative to price elections.

Requires FCIC to establish or approve a
price level, or expected market price, for
each commodity insured.

Provides that the expected market price (1)
not be less than the projected market price
of the crop; (2) may be based on the actual
market price of the crop at the time of har-
vest; (3) in the case of revenue or similar
policies be the actual market price of the
crop; or (4) in the case of cost of production
or similar policies be the cost of producing
the crop. (Section 103)

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the expected mar-
ket price with minor changes to clarify in-
tent. The Conference substitute adopts the
House provisions relative to premium
amounts, performance-based discounts, pay-
ment schedule, and premium payment dis-
closure with certain changes. Language with
respect to premium amounts and payment
schedule has been modified to clarify intent.
The provision providing discounts for pro-
ducers of crops damaged by scab is omitted.
Premium assistance at the 75, 80, and 85 per-
cent coverage levels are increased to 55 per-
cent, 48 percent, and 38 percent, respectively,
of the amount of premium used to define loss
ratio. Current statutory authority to offer

coverage in one percent increments is tem-
porarily suspended. (Section 101)
Premium schedule for other plans of insurance

The House bill amends section 508(h)(2) by
striking the second sentence limiting the
portion of premium FCIC may pay for inno-
vative policies and by creating paragraphs
(A) and (B).

Subparagraph (B) requires that in the case
of a policy submitted under section 508(h)
(except paragraph (10) or subsection (m)(4)),
FCIC shall pay a portion of the premium
equal to the percentage, prescribed under
section 508(e) for a similar level of coverage,
of the total amount of the premium used to
define loss ratio, and the dollar amount of
the administrative and operating expenses
that would be paid by FCIC under section
508(e) for a similar level of coverage. (Sec-
tion 102)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(e) by striking paragraph (1) relative to
requiring FCIC to pay a portion of premiums
and inserts a new paragraph (1) related to
the same.

Provides under the new paragraph (1)(B)
that FCIC may pay a portion of the premium
as established in 508(e)(2) for innovative
plans of insurance approved by FCIC under
section 508(h). (Section 103)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to premium assist-
ance for all policies or plans of insurance de-
veloped and approved under section 508(h) or
522 or conducted under section 523 (except
livestock pilot programs) with certain
changes. The administrative and operating
costs associated with all such policies or
plans of insurance must comply with section
508(k)(4), including any proportional reduc-
tions that may apply. Section 508(k)(4), in-
cluding any proportional reductions, applies
to all such policies or plans of insurance
whether developed and approved on, before,
or after the date of enactment of this Act.
However, the effective date of the amend-
ments made by section 102 are delayed until
after the reinsurance year 2001 with respect
to policies or plans of insurance developed
and approved subsequent to the date of en-
actment. During the reinsurance year 2001,
the portion of the premium paid by the Cor-
poration for such policies or plans of insur-
ance developed and approved subsequent to
the date of enactment may not exceed the
dollar amount authorized under the new pay-
ment schedule for multiple peril crop insur-
ance. Administrative and operating costs as-
sociated with such policies during the rein-
surance year 2001 are adjusted accordingly,
subject to section 508(k)(4), including any
proportional reductions that may apply.
(Section 102)
Catastrophic risk protection

The House bill amends section 508(b) by
striking paragraph (3) relative to yield and
loss basis and inserts a new paragraph (3) rel-
ative to the same.

Provides that, beginning with the 2000 crop
year, FCIC must offer producers a choice be-
tween the current CAT coverage and an al-
ternative CAT coverage that indemnifies the
producer on an area yield and loss basis, pro-
vides a higher combination of yield and price
election, and that FCIC determines is com-
parable to ‘‘CAT.’’

The House bill amends section 508(b)(5) by
adding a new subparagraph (F) relative to
payment of fees on behalf of producers. Au-
thorizes a cooperative association or non-
profit trade association to pay ‘‘CAT’’ fees
on behalf of consenting producers.

Provides that licensing fees or other pay-
ments made by approved insurance providers
to a cooperative association or nonprofit
trade association in connection with the sale
of ‘‘CAT’’ or ‘‘buy-up’’ insurance shall not be
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construed as a rebate providing the producer
receives prior notice of the fee.

Provides that nothing in the subparagraph
limits the ability of a producer to choose an
agent or an insurance provider or refuse
‘‘CAT’’ coverage purchased pursuant to this
subparagraph. Further requires that ‘‘CAT’’
policies sold under such an arrangement
must be through a licensed agent or ap-
proved insurance provider.

Requires that participating cooperative as-
sociations, nonprofit trade associations, and
approved insurance providers that operate
under this subparagraph to encourage pro-
ducer members to purchase appropriate cov-
erage.

The House bill amends section 508(b)(11) re-
ducing loss adjustment expense reimburse-
ments relative to CAT policies to approved
insurance providers from 11 percent of im-
puted premium to 8 percent of the same.

Amends section 508(k)(4)(A)(ii) by reducing
administrative and operating expense reim-
bursements to approved insurance providers
from 24.5 percent of premium used to define
loss ratio to 24 percent of the same.

Provides that amendments are applicable
with respect to the 2001 and subsequent rein-
surance years. (Sections 108, 109 and 310(a)(1))

The Senate amendment requires any per-
son that sells or solicits the purchase of a
policy or adjusts losses under the FCIA in
any state must be licensed and qualified to
do business in that state, and must comply
with all state regulations (including com-
mission and anti-rebating regulations) as re-
quired under state law. (Section 313)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provisions relative to the provision of
alternative catastrophic risk protection and
the reimbursement rate change for loss ad-
justments associated with catastrophic risk
protection. The reduction in administration
and operating cost reimbursement is omit-
ted. The Conference substitute further
adopts the House provision relative to the
payment of catastrophic risk protection fees
by associations on behalf of member pro-
ducers, and the treatment of licensing fees
received by associations in connection with
the issuance of insurance with changes. Re-
bating in connection with the issuance of
crop insurance coverage is subject to the
State laws in which the rebate is made. If a
cooperative association or trade association
is located in a State that permits rebating in
connection with the issuance of crop insur-
ance coverage, the association may pay cata-
strophic risk protection (CAT) fees on behalf
of members in that State or in a contiguous
State. A report to Congress on the operation
and impact of this provision is required. Fi-
nally, the Conference substitute increases
the fees associated with catastrophic risk
protection from $60 to $100 per crop per coun-
ty. (Section 103)
Administrative fee for additional coverage

The Conference substitute provides for an
administrative fee of $30 per crop per county
to be paid by producers electing coverage in
excess of catastrophic risk protection. (Sec-
tion 104)
Assigned yields and actual production history

adjustments
The House bill amends section 508(g) by

adding paragraph (4) relative to adjustment
in actual production history to establish in-
surable yields.

Provides that this paragraph shall apply
when FCIC uses the APH of a producer to es-
tablish insurable yields for a crop for the
2001 and subsequent crop years.

Provides that, if, for one or more of the
crop years used by a producer to establish
APH, the producer’s yield is less than 60 per-
cent of the applicable ‘‘T’’ yield, the pro-
ducer may exclude each of such crop years

and replace the excluded yield with a yield
equal to 60 percent of ‘‘T’’. This section ap-
plies retroactively to already recorded yields
and prospectively to future yields.

Amends section 508(g) by adding paragraph
(5) relative to APH adjustment to reflect
participation in major pest control efforts.

Requires FCIC to develop a methodology
for adjusting the APH of a producer’s crop
when the producer’s farm is located in an
area where efforts have been undertaken to
eradicate or retard plant pests and disease,
where the presence of the pest or disease has
been found to reduce applicable crop yields,
and where the efforts undertaken have been
effective. Requires APH adjustments to re-
flect the success of the effort undertaken.
(Section 103)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(g)(2)(B) by requiring FCIC to assign a
producer a yield for a crop where the pro-
ducer has not had a share of the production
of the crop for more than 2 years; has not be-
fore farmed the land; or rotates to a crop
that has not before been produced on the
farm.

The Senate amendment amends section
508(g) by adding paragraph (4) relative to
transitional adjustments for disasters.

Defines ‘‘a producer that has suffered a
multiyear disaster’’ as a producer or suc-
cessor entity that has suffered a natural dis-
aster during at least 3 of the immediately
preceding 5 crop years that resulted in a cu-
mulative reduction of at least 25 percent in
APH of a crop.

Provides that, beginning with the 2001 crop
year, a producer of an insured crop that has
suffered a multiyear disaster may exclude 1
year of the crop’s production history for
each 5 years included in the crop’s APH.

Requires FCIC to pay for any increased
premiums, indemnities, and administrative
and operating expenses that result from the
exercise of a producer to exclude 1 year of a
crop’s production history.

Prohibits FCIC from limiting any increase
in a producer’s APH due to the producer’s ac-
tual production of the crop in succeeding
years until such time that the producer’s
APH has recovered to the level obtained in
the year before the first year of multiyear
disaster.

Rescinds FCIC authority allowing eligible
producers to exclude any 1 crop year in the
first crop year where a policy is available to
adequately address natural disasters occur-
ring in multiple crop years.

Makes the paragraph applicable for the
2001 through 2004 reinsurance years. (Sec-
tions 104 & 105)

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to assigned yields and
the House provision relative to adjustments
to actual production history with minor
changes to clarify intent. (Section 105)
Review and adjustment in rating methodologies

The House bill amends section 508(a) by
adding a new paragraph (7) relative to the re-
view and adjustment in rating methodolo-
gies.

Requires FCIC to periodically review the
methodologies employed for rating plans of
insurance consistent with section 507(c)(2)
relative to contracting for such services. Re-
quires FCIC to analyze the rating and loss
history of policies and plans of insurance for
crops by area and make appropriate adjust-
ments for the 2000 crop year or as soon as
possible where premium rates are found to be
excessive. (Section 104)

The Senate amendment requires FCIC to
contract for the study and development of
alternative rating methodologies for rating
plans of insurance for ‘‘CAT’’ and ‘‘buy-up’’
coverage, taking into account producers not
electing to participate in crop insurance and
those electing only ‘‘CAT’’ coverage.

Requires that, with respect to such rating
studies, a priority be given to crops with the
largest average acreage nationwide but low-
est percentage of producer participation at
buy-up coverage levels.

Requires FCIC to provide funding for rat-
ing studies from the account established
under section 516(b)(2)(A) of the FCIA, and
specifically authorizes $1 million for fiscal
years 2001 and 2002 and $250,000 in fiscal years
2003 and 2004.

Provides that the paragraph relative to
funding be applicable for the fiscal years 2001
through 2004. (Section 202)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to review and ad-
justment in rating methodologies with a
change to require such adjustments take
place in the 2002 crop year and thereafter,
rather than in the 2000 crop year and there-
after. (Section 106)

The Managers urge the Corporation to
complete the process of developing alter-
native rating methodologies for all insurable
crops. The Managers also urge the Corpora-
tion to base Multi-Peril Crop Insurance
(MPCI) cotton rates in Texas on the results
of the analysis prepared on their behalf by
researchers at Montana State University and
to adopt these rates beginning with the 2001
crop year on the same basis as the Corpora-
tion implemented revised MPCI Premium
rates in the Mid-South and Far West regions.
Quality adjustment

The House bill amends section 508(a) by
adding a new paragraph (9) relative to qual-
ity grade loss adjustment.

Requires that, consistent with subsection
(m)(4) relative to contracting for research re-
quirements, FCIC enter into a contract by
the 2000 crop year to analyze quality loss ad-
justment procedures and make adjustments
necessary to more accurately reflect local
quality discounts, taking into account actu-
arial soundness requirements and prevention
of fraud, waste, and abuse. (Section 112)

The Senate amendment strikes 508(a)(6) re-
quiring guidelines, reports, studies, and pilot
programs relative to the addition of new and
specialty crops, and inserts a new paragraph
(6) relative to quality adjustment.

Requires FCIC to offer coverage that per-
mits a reduction in production for purposes
of determining a loss to reflect any produc-
tion not meeting quality standards.

Allows producers to opt-out of quality ad-
justment coverage and receive a reduction in
premium equal to the cost of the coverage.

Requires FCIC to contract for the study of
quality loss adjustment procedures and,
based on the study, to adjust the coverage to
better reflect local quality discounts, taking
into consideration actuarial soundness and
the prevention of fraud, waste, and abuse.
(Section 101)

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to quality adjustments
with certain changes. Language to permit
producers to opt-out of such coverage and re-
ceive a premium reduction is omitted. Lan-
guage is included to permit producers to
elect such coverage, under limited cir-
cumstances, on a basis smaller than a unit,
and a provision relative to the manner in
which the Corporation sets quality standards
is also included. (Section 107)
Double insurance and prevented planting

The House bill amends section 508(a) by
adding a new paragraph (8) relative to pre-
vented planting.

Allows producers to opt-out of prevented
planting coverage and receive a reduction in
premium equal to the cost of the prevented
planting coverage.

Requires FCIC to provide an equal percent-
age level of prevented planting coverage for
each crop.
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Limits prevented planting payments to

producers prevented from planting due to
conditions generally affecting the area in
which the producer farms.

Authorizes a producer who received a pre-
vented planting payment to plant a second
crop other than the crop prevented from
being planted on the same acreage, except
that the second crop is not eligible for NAP
or crop insurance coverage.

Provides that a producer who elects to
plant a second crop which is not insurable or
NAP eligible still qualifies for AMTA loans
and payments, CRP, and guaranteed and di-
rect loans and other benefits under the
ConAct.

Requires FCIC to assign a producer who re-
ceives a prevented planting payment and
who elects to plant a second crop a yield for
the prevented crop for that year equal to 60
percent of the producer’s actual production
history for purposes of future APH.

Denies a prevented planting payment to a
producer who plants a second crop before the
latest planting date for the crop prevented
from being planted.

The House bill amends section 508(a) by
adding a new paragraph (10) relative to limi-
tations on double insurance.

Prohibits a policy or plan of insurance for
more than one crop planted on the same
acreage in the same crop year unless the cov-
erage for the additional crop is ‘‘CAT’’ cov-
erage.

Provides an exception to the limitation on
double insurance where both crops are nor-
mally harvested within the same crop year
on the same acreage; there is an established
practice of double-cropping in the area and
the additional crop is customarily double-
cropped in the area with the first crop; a pol-
icy of insurance is offered for both crops; and
the additional crop is planted on or before
the final or late planting date for that crop.
(Sections 110 and 201)

The Senate amendment is substantially
the same as the H.R. 2559 except the fol-
lowing additional provisions.

Makes the prevented planting paragraph
applicable for the 2001 through 2004 crop
years.

Requires that changes made to prevented
planting coverage be reflected in the rates
for coverage not later than the 2001 reinsur-
ance year. (Section 102)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(m) (subsection (n) designated as (m)
under section 207 of Senate amendments.

Requires that FCIC may only offer insur-
ance or reinsurance on 1 crop produced on
specific acreage during a crop year, unless
there is an established practice of double-
cropping in an area, the additional insurance
is offered to a crop that is customarily dou-
ble-cropped in the area, and the producer has
a history of double-cropping or the acreage
has historically been double-cropped. (Sec-
tion 308)

The Conference substitute provides limita-
tions with respect to double insurance and
prevented planting coverage. The Conference
substitute establishes a new Section 508A for
both double insurance and prevented plant-
ing and provides the following definitions:

‘‘First Crop’’ means the first crop of the
first agricultural commodity insured and
planted for harvest, or prevented from being
planted, on specific acreage during a crop
year.

‘‘Second Crop’’ means a second crop of the
same or different agricultural commodity
following the first crop that is planted for
harvest on the same acreage as the first crop
in the same crop year. However, the term
does not include a replanted crop.

‘‘Replanted Crop’’ means the second plant-
ing of the first crop on the same acreage in
the same crop year, if the replanting is re-

quired by the terms of the policy of insur-
ance on the first crop.

In the case of double insurance, the Con-
ference substitute provides a producer with
two options if a first crop has a total or par-
tial insurable loss. If the producer chooses
not to plant a second crop, then the producer
is entitled to 100 percent of the indemnity
payment for the first crop.

If the producer plants a second crop, then
the producer will receive an initial indem-
nity payment up to 35 percent of the total
calculated indemnity payment for the first
crop. The Managers intend that the Sec-
retary adjust the percentage paid as nec-
essary to prevent abuse of the program. If
the producer is not paid an indemnity on the
second crop, then the producer will receive
an additional indemnity payment equal to
the total calculated indemnity on the first
crop less the initial indemnity payment. If
an indemnity is paid with respect to the sec-
ond crop, then the producer is not entitled to
receive the additional indemnity payment
with respect to the first crop.

In the case of a producer who chooses to
plant a second crop, the premium owed for
insurance on the first crop will be reduced
commensurate with any reduction in indem-
nity payment received on the first crop. If no
indemnity is paid on the second crop, then
the producer owes the full premium for in-
surance on the first crop.

With regard to prevented planting, the
Conference substitute provides a producer
with two options if a first crop is prevented
from being planted. If the producer chooses
not to plant a second crop, then the producer
may collect 100 percent of the prevented
planting guarantee for the first crop.

If the producer plants a second crop, then
the producer will receive up to 35 percent of
the prevented planting guarantee for the
first crop. The Managers intend that the Sec-
retary adjust the percentage paid as nec-
essary to prevent abuse of the program. In
addition, except for producers who double
crop in a double cropping area, a producer
who plants a second crop will be assigned a
recorded yield of 60 percent of the producer’s
actual production history for the crop on
which a prevented planting guarantee pay-
ment is received. This will be used in deter-
mining a producer’s actual production his-
tory for subsequent crop years for the first
crop. The Corporation may only pay the pre-
vented planting guarantee to a producer if
the conditions that prevented the first crop
from being planted have also generally af-
fected other producers in the area. In addi-
tion, the Corporation may not make a pre-
vented planting guarantee payment for the
first crop in the case of any producer who
plants a second crop before the latest plant-
ing date for the first crop.

In the case of a producer who chooses to
plant a second crop, the producer’s premium
for the first crop will be reduced commensu-
rate with any reduction in indemnity pay-
ment received on the first crop.

The Conference substitute provides that,
notwithstanding the restrictions placed on
double insurance and prevented planting, a
producer will receive full indemnity pay-
ments and prevented planting guarantees on
2 or more crops in a double cropping area.
There must be an established practice of
planting 2 or more crops for harvest in the
same crop year in the area, as determined by
the Corporation, and an additional coverage
policy or plan of insurance must be offered
with respect to the commodities planted on
the same acreage in the same crop year. In
addition, the producer must have a history
of planting 2 or more crops in the same year;
the applicable acreage must have histori-
cally been planted to 2 or more crops in the
same year; and the second or subsequent

crops must be customarily planted after the
first crop on the same acreage in the same
year. The Managers intend that in deter-
mining when an agricultural commodity is
customarily double cropped in a double crop-
ping area, that the Corporation consider the
farming and irrigation practices applicable
to the crops in the area. (Section 108)
Noninsured crop disaster assistance program

The House bill amends section 196(i) of the
AMTA in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘gross
revenues’’ wherever it appears and inserting
‘‘gross income’’ and by striking paragraph (4)
and adding a new paragraph (4).

Paragraph (4) provides that a person with a
qualifying adjusted gross income of greater
than $2 million during the taxable year is in-
eligible to receive NAP assistance.

The House bill also amends section 196(b)
of the FAIR Act of 1996 to require that to be
eligible for NAP, producers must provide an-
nually to the Secretary, acting through the
agency, records of crop acreage, acreage
yields, and production for each eligible crop.
(Sections 111 and 205)

The Senate amendment amends section
196(a)(2) of AMTA by adding a new subpara-
graph (C) allowing the Secretary to consider
all varieties of a crop eligible for NAP as a
single eligible crop for program purposes.

Amends section 196(b)(1) relative to when a
producer must apply for NAP assistance,
striking discretionary authority for the Sec-
retary to determine the application deadline
and inserting the requirement that pro-
ducers apply not later than March 15.

Strikes paragraph 196(b)(2) providing the
Secretary discretionary authority pertaining
to what production records a producer must
submit, and inserting a requirement that, to
be eligible for NAP, producers must annually
submit crop acreage, acreage yields, and pro-
duction for each crop.

Amends paragraph 196(b)(3) to require an-
nual reporting of acreage planted or pre-
vented from being planted.

Strikes section 196(c) relating to loss re-
quirements and inserts a new subsection (c)
relative to the same.

Provides that a producer of an eligible crop
must have suffered a loss of a noninsured
crop as a result of drought, flood, or other
natural disaster as determined by the Sec-
retary.

Authorizes the Secretary to make pay-
ments under NAP once a drought, flood, or
other natural disaster determination is
made.

Changes the prevented planting payment
trigger for eligible crops from a 35 percent
acreage threshold to a 15 percent acreage
threshold.

Authorizes the Secretary to make a NAP
payment irrespective of any area loss trig-
ger.

Amends section 196 by inserting a new sub-
section (j) and (k) relative to new eligible
crops and service fees, respectively, and des-
ignating the current subsection (j) as sub-
section (l).

Provides under section 196(j)(1) that the
NAP payment to a producer of an eligible
crop that is new to an area will be equal to
35 percent of the established yield for the
first year the crop is produced.

Provides that the NAP payment to a pro-
ducer of an eligible crop that is new to an
area will be equal to 45 percent of the estab-
lished yield for the second through fourth
years the crop is produced, except where a
NAP payment was made in the first year in
which case the payment is 35 percent.

Makes a producer of an eligible crop ineli-
gible for a NAP payment where the producer
collects a NAP payment in the first 2 crop
years, until such time that the crop is pro-
duced for 3 consecutive crop years with no
reported losses.
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Provides for a service fee for NAP eligi-

bility under section 196(k), requiring pro-
ducers to pay the Secretary an amount equal
to the fee for a CAT policy ($60 per crop per
county) or $200 per producer per county, not
to exceed $600 per producer. Provides for the
waiver of NAP fees for limited resource pro-
ducers.

Provides that NAP fees collected by the
Secretary be deposited in the CCC Fund.
Makes amendments under this section appli-
cable for the 2001 through 2004 crop years.
(Section 106)

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the Noninsured
Crop Disaster Assistance Program with
changes. Producers are required to make an
application for NAP eligibility not later
than 30 days before the beginning of the cov-
erage period. Changes relative to prevented
planting and yields for new NAP eligible
crops provided under the Senate amendment
are omitted. The NAP fee provided in the
Senate amendment is modified to require
producers to pay the lesser of $100 per crop
per county or $300 per producer per county,
but not to exceed $900 per producer. (Section
109)

Subtitle B—Improving Program Integrity
Improving program compliance and integrity

The House bill amends section 506(q) by
designating paragraphs (1) and (2) as (2) and
(3), creating paragraph (1) relative to pur-
poses, and creating new paragraphs (4)
through (7) relative to certain compliance
requirements.

Paragraph (4) requires the Secretary to de-
velop and implement a coordinated plan for
FCIC and FSA to reconcile information re-
ceived from producers and, beginning with
the 2000 crop year, requires FCIC and FSA to
annually conduct such reconciliation to
identify and address any discrepancies.

Paragraph (5) requires the Secretary to de-
velop and implement a coordinated plan for
FSA to assist FCIC in ongoing monitoring of
FCIA programs, including conducting fact
findings relative to allegations of fraud,
waste or abuse at the request of FCIC or on
its own initiative after consultation with
FCIC; reporting fraud, waste, abuse, and pro-
gram vulnerabilities to FCIC; assisting FCIC
in auditing a statistically appropriate num-
ber of claims. Also provides that the Sec-
retary ensure that FSA personnel are appro-
priately trained and, at minimum, receive
the same training and testing as loss adjust-
ers.

Requires maintenance of effort on the part
of approved insurance providers in con-
ducting audits of claims, requires FCIC to re-
spond within 90 days of receiving notice by
approved insurance providers of intentional
violations, and requires a coordinated re-
sponse to violations by FCIC and approved
insurance providers.

Paragraph (6) requires the Secretary to es-
tablish a mechanism under which state FSA
committees are consulted concerning poli-
cies and plans of insurance offered in the
state.

Paragraph (7) requires the Secretary to
submit an annual report to the House and
Senate Agriculture Committees containing
findings relative to the efforts undertaken in
paragraphs (4) and (5), identifying specific
incidences of fraud, waste, and abuse along
with actions taken to eliminate the same.

The House bill amends section 506(n) by
striking ‘‘penalties’’ where it occurs and in-
serting ‘‘sanctions’’ and redesignating para-
graph (2) as paragraph (3).

Strikes paragraph (1) relative to false in-
formation and inserts new paragraph (1) re-
lating to the same.

Provides that a producer, agent, loss, ad-
juster, approved insurance provider, or other

person that intentionally provides false or
inaccurate information to FCIC or to an ap-
proved insurance provider with respect to a
policy may, after notice and opportunity for
a hearing, be subject to sanctions.

Provides that sanctions include a civil fine
not to exceed the greater of the amount of
the pecuniary gain obtained by the violator
or $10,000; debarment of a producer from
specified farm programs for up to 5 years;
and debarment of other persons from bene-
fits under the FCIA for up to 5 years. Also
provides that FCIC may require the producer
to forfeit any premium owed notwith-
standing denial of a claim or collection of
overpayment if the violation is material.

Requires sanctions be disclosed on each
policy. (Sections 202 and 203)

The Senate amendment strikes section
506(n), relative to penalties for false informa-
tion, and provides a new subsection (n) rel-
ative to sanctions for program noncompli-
ance and fraud.

Provides that a producer, agent, loss, ad-
juster, approved insurance provider, or other
person that intentionally provides false or
inaccurate information to FCIC or to an ap-
proved insurance provider with respect to a
policy may, after notice and opportunity for
a hearing, be subject to a sanction under this
subsection.

Provides that a producer, agent, loss ad-
juster, approved insurance provider, or other
person that intentionally fails to comply
with an FCIC requirement is subject to sanc-
tions, and that any such person (other than
a producer) intentionally failing to comply
with an SRA is also subject to sanctions.

Provides sanctions for material violations
relative to providing false information and
compliance failure. Sanctions include a civil
fine not to exceed the greater of the amount
of the pecuniary gain obtained by the viola-
tor or $10,000; debarment of a producer from
all farm programs for up to 5 years; and de-
barment of other persons from benefits under
the FCIA for up to 5 years.

Requires the Secretary to consider the
gravity of the violation in determining
whether to impose a sanction and the
amount or degree of any sanction imposed.
Also requires disclosure of sanctions on each
policy of insurance.

Requires that funds collected under this
subsection be deposited into the insurance
fund provided under section 516(c)(1) of the
FCIA (general FCIA insurance fund). Amends
section 516(c)(1) of the FCIA by striking
paragraph (1) and inserting a new paragraph
(1) providing that, along with premium in-
come and amounts under section 516(a)(2),
sanctions fees are to be deposited in this
fund.

The Senate amendment amends section
506(q) of the FCIA, relative to program com-
pliance, by adding at the end paragraphs (3)
and (4).

Paragraph (3) requires FCIC to develop pro-
cedures for an annual review of each agent
and loss adjuster by approved insurance pro-
viders, oversee such review, and consult with
approved insurance providers relative to any
remedial action required.

Requires FCIC to file a report with the
House and Senate Agriculture Committees
by the end of each fiscal year relative to
compliance, along with recommendations for
any necessary legislative or administrative
changes. (Sections 303 and 304)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provisions relative to improving com-
pliance and integrity with modifications.
Procedures with respect to FSA inquiries
into fraud, waste, and abuse as well as notice
and response requirements concerning alle-
gations of fraud, waste, and abuse are clari-
fied. The Secretary is required to establish
procedures by which the Corporation will be

able to identify agents and loss adjusters
with disparate performance records in order
to conduct a review and take remedial action
where appropriate. Certain information, in-
cluding the name and identification number
of each insured and the crop to be insured,
the elected coverage level, and price election
selected must be received by the Corporation
approximately 30 days subsequent to the
sales closing date. The Conference substitute
also adopts the Senate provision relative to
sanctions for program noncompliance and
fraud, with a minor change to exclude the
failure to comply with a Standard Reinsur-
ance Agreement from the class of activities
that would trigger the imposition of sanc-
tions enumerated under this section. The
Conference substitute further adopts the
Senate provision to require the Corporation
to develop procedures for approved insurance
providers to review the performance of
agents and loss adjusters. Finally, the Con-
ference substitute adopts provisions to re-
quire the Secretary to upgrade information
management systems and use data mining
and data warehousing technologies, includ-
ing contracting with private entities with
expertise in this area, in implementing com-
pliance provisions. Limited funding is au-
thorized for fiscal years 2001 through 2005 to
carry out these compliance activities, ex-
cluding salaries. (Section 121)

In an effort to combat fraud and abuse in
the crop insurance program, the Managers
direct the Secretary to develop and imple-
ment a coordinated plan for the Farm Serv-
ice Agency to assist the Corporation in mon-
itoring and reporting on crop insurance pro-
gram activity at the local field level. In ad-
dition, the Corporation must establish a
working relationship with insurance pro-
viders in order that information regarding
fraud, waste, and abuse may be reported to
the Corporation without fear of legal reprisal
to the insurance providers. The Managers ex-
pect the Secretary to ensure that each of the
agency roles are clearly defined with the
Corporation responsible for implementing all
rules and regulations relating to the insur-
ance program.

The Managers expect that the Corporation
will make full use of the capabilities of in-
formation management systems, specifically
data warehousing and data mining tech-
nologies, both within or outside of the Fed-
eral government, to fulfill the requirements
of this section to improve the compliance
and integrity of the Federal crop insurance
program. The Managers expect the Corpora-
tion to use funds made available by this Act,
or otherwise available, to contract with the
Center for Agribusiness Excellence at
Tarleton State University and the Center for
Agribusiness and Agrotechnologies at Brad-
ley University for management and develop-
ment of a system to implement the require-
ments of this section.

The Managers direct the Corporation to
place the highest financial priority and em-
phasis on the interactive computer oper-
ations to ensure that participating insurance
companies are able to accurately transmit
financial data back to the agency.
Protection of confidential information

The House bill amends section 502 by add-
ing a new subsection (c) relative to the pro-
tection of confidential information.

Prohibits the Secretary, any other officer,
employee, or agency of USDA, an approved
insurance provider and its employees and
contractors, and any other person from dis-
closing producer-derived information to the
public unless it is transformed into a statis-
tical or aggregate form that does not reveal
the producer’s identity.

Provides for penalties consistent with sec-
tion 1770(c) of the Food Security Act of 1985,
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including fines up to $10,000 and or imprison-
ment for up to 1 year. (Section 204)

The Senate amendment has no comparable
provision.

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision protecting producer con-
fidentiality with a minor change to allow
producers to consent to the release of other-
wise protected information as long as pro-
gram eligibility is not conditioned upon the
release. (Section 122)
Good farming practices

The House bill amends section 508(a)(3)(C)
relative to losses excluded from coverage by
clarifying that scientifically sound sustain-
able and organic farming practices are good
farming practices. (Section 309)

The Senate amendment is substantially
the same as the House bill.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the inclusion of sci-
entifically sound sustainable and organic
farming practices as good farming practices
for purposes of what constitutes an insurable
loss under the Federal Crop Insurance Act.
The Conference substitute further requires
that producers be provided with an informal
administrative review of a determination re-
garding good farming practices but pro-
scribes any such review pursuant to the Na-
tional Appeals Division. Producers have a
right to judicial review relative to a deter-
mination regarding good farming practices
without having to exhaust any informal ad-
ministrative review. However, any deter-
mination regarding good farming practices
may not be reversed under a judicial review
unless it is found to be arbitrary or capri-
cious. (Section 123)

The Managers understand that producers
of organic cotton who destroy their crop
when it has been exposed to chemicals used
in boll weevil eradication are currently
being penalized relative to their actual pro-
duction history despite the fact that they do
not qualify for a crop insurance indemnity.
The Managers expect the Corporation to im-
mediately rectify this inequity with respect
to any producer of an organic crop who must
destroy that crop in order to maintain or-
ganic certification. To the extent that no in-
demnity is received for a lost crop under
these circumstances, no penalty relative to
actual production history should obtain.
Records and reporting

The House bill amends section 508(f)(3)(A)
of the FCIA relative to producer reporting
requirements.

Requires producers participating in the
crop insurance program to annually report
records acceptable to the Secretary regard-
ing crop acreage, acreage yields, and produc-
tion for each crop insured.

Amends section 506(h) of the FCIA by re-
quiring the coordination of records kept
under the FCIA and under the NAP program
to avoid duplication, to streamline submis-
sion procedures, and to enhance accuracy.

Provides that such records collected under
NAP and the FCIA be made available to ap-
propriate state and federal agencies to carry
out these programs and other agricultural
programs and related responsibilities.

Amends section 196(b) of the FAIR Act of
1996 to require that to be eligible for NAP,
producers must provide annually to the Sec-
retary, acting through the agency, records of
crop acreage, acreage yields, and production
for each eligible crop. (Section 205)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(f)(3)(A) of the FCIA relative to producer
reporting requirements.

Requires producers participating in the
crop insurance program to annually report
records acceptable to the Secretary regard-
ing crop acreage, acreage yields, and produc-
tion for each crop insured.

Amends section 506(h) of the FCIA by re-
quiring the coordination of records kept
under the FCIA and under the NAP program
to avoid duplication, to streamline submis-
sion procedures, and to enhance accuracy.

Provides that such records collected under
NAP and the FCIA be made available to ap-
propriate state and federal agencies to carry
out these programs and other agricultural
programs and related responsibilities.

The Senate amendment also strikes para-
graph 196(b)(2) providing the Secretary dis-
cretionary authority pertaining to what pro-
duction records a producer must submit, and
inserting a requirement that, to be eligible
for NAP, producers must annually submit
crop acreage, acreage yields, and production
for each crop. Amends paragraph 196(b)(3) to
require annual reporting of acreage planted
or prevented from being planted. (Sections
306 and 106)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision with changes to omit provi-
sions dealt with elsewhere in the Act. (Sec-
tion 124)

Subtitle C—Research and Pilot Programs
Research and development

The House bill amends section 508(h) by
adding a new paragraph (6) relative to reim-
bursement of research, development, and
maintenance costs.

Requires FCIC to reimburse an applicant
for research, development, and maintenance
costs directly related to a policy submitted
to and approved by the Board and, if applica-
ble, sold to producers.

Authorizes payments to applicants begin-
ning with fiscal year 2001 and limits reim-
bursement for maintenance to no more than
4 reinsurance years from approval, after
which FCIC assumes maintenance of success-
ful policies.

Provides that payments under this para-
graph be considered payment in full for re-
search and development and any property
rights.

Requires FCIC to determine the amount of
reimbursement based upon the complexity of
the policy or material and the size of the
area to be served. Requires FCIC to issue
final regulations not later than October 1,
2000.

The House bill also authorizes $55 million
for each fiscal year for reimbursement and
direct contracting for research and develop-
ment of new policies.

The House bill amends section 508(m) by
adding a new paragraph (4).

Paragraph (4) requires FCIC to make full
use of the reimbursement provisions of sec-
tion 508(h) to encourage and promote private
research and development of new policies
and plans of insurance.

Provides that where FCIC determines that
a crop, including a specialty crop, is not ade-
quately served by crop insurance, FCIC may
enter into contracts directly with any person
or entity with experience in crop insurance
or farm or ranch risk management, including
universities, approved insurance providers,
and trade and research organizations, to con-
duct research and development, without re-
gard to the limitations contained in the
FCIA.

Provides that the authority of FCIC to
contract for the research and development of
policies, includes research and development
for policies based on adjusted gross income,
cost of production, quality losses, and an in-
termediate base program with a higher cov-
erage and cost than ‘‘CAT’’.

Delays effective date of contracting au-
thority until October 1, 2000.

Provides that FCIC may offer any policy
developed under this subparagraph that is
approved by the Board.

Requires FCIC to contract for research and
development regarding one or more revenue

coverage plans involving current or new
market instruments. Requires FCIC to re-
port the results of the contract within 15
months from enactment of this paragraph.

Amends section 508(m)(2) relative to the
prohibition of FCIC research with respect to
risk protection generally available from the
private sector, to prohibit FCIC from con-
ducting its own research and development of
new policies on or after October 1, 2000. Pro-
vides that FCIC may continue to offer any
policies developed by FCIC before that date.

Amends section 508(m) by adding a new
paragraph (5), relative to partnerships for
risk management development and imple-
mentation.

Authorizes FCIC to enter into partnerships
with public and private entities to increase
the availability of loss mitigation, financial,
and risk management tools for producers of
crops covered under NAP and other under-
served and specialty crop producers.

Authorizes FCIC to enter into partnerships
with CSREES, ARS, NOAA, and other appro-
priate public and private entities with dem-
onstrated ability in developing and imple-
menting risk management and marketing
options for specialty and under-served crops.

Provides a list of objectives to be obtained
as a result of any partnerships.

Provides that funds not used for reim-
bursements or for direct contracting for spe-
cialty and under-served crops may be used by
FCIC to enter into such partnerships.

Provides that funding for partnerships dur-
ing fiscal years 2001 through 2004 are avail-
able where amounts used for reimbursements
and direct contracting are less than $44 mil-
lion, $47 million, $50 million, and $52 million
for fiscal years 2001 through 2004, respec-
tively, and where the amount for partner-
ships does not exceed the difference between
the amounts provided above and the amount
actually spent thereon.

This paragraph is applicable beginning on
October 1, 2000.

The House bill amends section 508(h)(6) by
adding a new subparagraph (E) relative to
expenditures on reimbursements and direct
contracting for research and development.

Provides that of the amounts made avail-
able for reimbursements and direct con-
tracting for research and development, $25
million shall be reserved for direct con-
tracting for specialty and under-served
crops. Provides that any unused portions of
the reserved amount may be used for reim-
bursements, with priority for under-served
crops. Also provides that of the amounts
made available for reimbursements and di-
rect contracting for research and develop-
ment, more than $25 million may be used for
contracting for specialty and under-served
crops where necessary.

Authorizes $55 million for each fiscal year
for reimbursement and direct contracting for
research and development of new policies.

Amends section 516(a)(2) by adding a new
subparagraph (D) authorizing appropriations
for costs associated with research, develop-
ment, and maintenance costs.

Amends section 516(b)(1) by adding a new
subparagraph (E) authorizing reimburse-
ments, research, and development costs to be
paid by the FCIA Fund. (Section 302, 303 and
304)

The Senate amendment provides that with
respect to research and analysis concerning
any crop insurance issue, including outreach,
education, pilot programs, or the develop-
ment of new plans of insurance, FCIC is lim-
ited to the authority provided under the
newly created section 522 and the funds made
available under section 516(b)(2)(A) of the
FCIA when contracting or reimbursing re-
search costs related to policy development
or modification. Newly created section 523
relative to specialty crops is exempted from
this limitation.
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Requires that FCIC establish the develop-

ment of a pasture, range, and forage program
to promote land stewardship as ‘‘1 of the
highest research and development prior-
ities.’’

Requires FCIC to contract for a study to
determine whether the development of a plan
of insurance providing coverage for multiple
years would curb fraud and abuse, and re-
quires a report on findings to the House and
Senate Agriculture Committee within 1 year
of enactment.

The Senate amendment also amends the
FCIA by adding at the end section 523, rel-
ative to specialty crops.

Authorizes the Specialty Crops Coordi-
nator to make grants or enter into contract
for research and development of policies to
serve under-served specialty crops and reim-
burse costs associated with such research
and development.

Authorizes the Specialty Crops Coordi-
nator to enter into partnerships with public
and private entities to increase the avail-
ability of risk management tools for spe-
cialty crop producers.

Authorizes $20 million in funding from sec-
tion 516(c)(1) (FCIA Fund) for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2004 to enter into coopera-
tive agreements with public and private enti-
ties to develop and implement risk manage-
ment tools for specialty crop producers. Pro-
vides that such amounts may not come from
section 516(b)(2)(A).

Provides a list of objectives to be obtained
as a result of any partnerships.

Prohibits FCIC from establishing a sales
closing date for specialty crops that is before
the end of the 120–day period beginning on
the date of the final release of materials for
policies from RMA and the Specialty Crops
Coordinator.

Allows producers of specialty crops to pur-
chase new coverage or increase coverage lev-
els at any time during the insurance period,
subject to a 30–day waiting period and an in-
spection by FCIC to verify acceptability of
the approved insurance provider, provided
FCIC is able to adequately rate the risk.

Requires FCIC and the Specialty Crop Co-
ordinator to jointly conduct feasibility stud-
ies for developing new policies for specialty
crops, and requires a progress report to Con-
gress not later than 1 year from the date of
enactment.

The authority for the Specialty Crops Co-
ordinator to enter into partnerships and the
extension of the sales closing date and time
for purchase of coverage is applicable for the
2001 through 2004 fiscal years.

Requires that not later than 180 days after
enactment, the Secretary must submit a re-
port to the President and the House and Sen-
ate Agriculture Committees assessing
USDA’s progress in expanding coverage to
specialty crops and USDA’s plans to con-
tinue that progress.

Also requires that the report include an as-
sessment of whether ‘‘CAT’’ has resulted in
uniform quality of protection for all regions
of the country and fulfilled the goal of in-
creased participation, especially in states
with traditionally low participation rates
and high proportion of specialty crops. The
report should also address the question of
whether USDA should resume offering CAT
and performing loss adjustments.

The Senate amendment strikes subsection
(m) providing FCIC its current authority to
conduct research, surveys, pilot programs,
and investigations relating to crop insurance
and agriculture-related risks and losses. Sub-
section (n) is designated as subsection (m).

Amends section 516(b)(2)(A) to increase
mandatory funding for research and develop-
ment expenses from not to exceed $3.5 mil-
lion for each fiscal year to $4.5 million in fis-
cal years 2001 and 2002, $3.75 million in fiscal

years 2003 and 2004, and returning to $3.5 mil-
lion for each subsequent fiscal year.

Provides a conforming amendment relative
to section references in section 518, defining
agricultural commodity. (Section 202, 207
and 309)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provisions relative to reimburse-
ments, contracting, and partnership for pol-
icy research and development with certain
changes. The provision includes authority to
reimburse research and development costs
associated with policies developed before en-
actment. Reimbursement for research and
development costs is limited to policies that
are determined to be marketable. Reim-
bursement for maintenance is limited to 4
reinsurance years from the date of Board ap-
proval after which the provider responsible
for maintenance has three options. The pro-
vider may transfer maintenance responsi-
bility to the Corporation, charge a Board-ap-
proved fee to be paid by other providers
electing to offer the policy, or continue to
maintain the policy and absorb the appur-
tenant costs. The provision authorizes the
Corporation to enter into contracts for re-
search and development on policies in order
to (1) increase participation in States where
the Corporation determines there is low crop
insurance participation or availability, and
the State is under-served by the program; (2)
increase participation in areas that are
under-served by the program; and (3) in-
crease participation by producers of under-
served agricultural commodities, including
specialty crops. The provision requires the
Corporation to consult with groups rep-
resenting producers that would be served by
a policy that is the subject of the research
and development before entering into a con-
tract. The Conference substitute adopts the
Senate provisions to require the Corporation
to establish the development of a pasture,
range, and forage program as one of the
highest priorities and to require the Corpora-
tion to contract for a study relative to offer-
ing coverage for multiple years to reduce
fraud, waste, and abuse. Provisions are in-
cluded to make partnership authority under
this section eligible for funding for con-
tracting, and to reserve $5 million of such
funding for contracting for policy develop-
ment to increase participation in States
where the Corporation determines there is
low crop insurance participation or avail-
ability and the State is under-served by the
program. The Managers consider it a high
priority to develop policies that work for
producers and products in these low partici-
pation states. The provision also requires the
Corporation to contract for research and de-
velopment relative to a cost of production
policy. Finally, funding for reimbursements
and contracting are limited to new levels.
(Section 131)

The Managers recognize that it is difficult
to predict the range of new and innovative
approaches to the private development of in-
surance products under the new environment
created under this bill. There is no reason to
believe all policies will necessarily fit under
the current structure of yield-based or rev-
enue-based products; some may focus on a
narrower array of perils than are now in-
cluded in available coverage. These could in-
clude plans to protect against the uncontrol-
lable risks associated with the use of certain
conservation techniques such as integrated
pest management, best management prac-
tices, or conservation tillage systems. The
Corporation should take such factors into
account when considering approval of such
proposals.

The Managers expect the Corporation to
study the feasibility of offering a vine and
tree replacement program as an option for
growers of grapes, citrus, tree fruit, nut,

kiwi, blueberries, and other high-value, per-
manent crops.
Pilot program

The House bill amends section 508(h) by re-
pealing obsolete pilot programs contained in
paragraphs (6) and (8) relative to cost of pro-
duction and assigned yields, respectively.

Authorizes FCIC to offer pilot programs on
a regional, state, or national basis after con-
sidering the interests of producers and the
interests and risks of FCIC, and to operate
the pilot program, including any modifica-
tions, for up to 3 years with authority to ex-
tend for additional periods.

Amends section 508(h)(4) to require FCIC to
promulgate regulations within 180 days of
enactment to establish guidelines for the
submission and Board review of policies sub-
mitted under section 508(h), including
streamlined guidelines governing the sub-
mission and Board review of pilot programs
that the Board determines are limited in
scope and duration and involve a reduced
level of liability to the government and an
increased level of liability to the approved
insurance provider.

Provides that FCIC must notify the appli-
cant of its intent to disapprove a low risk
pilot program within 60 days of the submis-
sion.

Requires FCIC to approve or not approve a
low risk pilot program within 90 days of sub-
mission, and requires a detailed explanation
for any disapproval.

Provides that where FCIC fails to make a
timely determination with respect to a low
risk pilot program, the pilot is approved for
the initial reinsurance year unless an exten-
sion is agreed to.

Amends section 508(h) by striking para-
graph (10) relative to time limits for submis-
sion of new policies and inserts a new para-
graph (10) relative to livestock pilot pro-
grams.

Requires FCIC to conduct 1 or more live-
stock pilot programs to evaluate risk man-
agement tools, including futures and options
contracts and policies and plans of insur-
ance, including protection for environmental
liability, and requires that the greatest num-
ber and variety of programs be evaluated.

Requires FCIC to begin the conduct of live-
stock pilot programs during the 2001 fiscal
year and without regard to the limitations
in the FCIA, except that no coverage may be
offered where that coverage is generally
available from private insurance.

Requires FCIC to conduct the livestock
pilot programs in a number of counties that
will facilitate comprehensive evaluation, and
provides that any producer of eligible live-
stock owning a farm or ranch in a selected
county is eligible to participate.

Defines livestock as cattle, sheep, swine,
goats, and poultry.

Requires FCIC to operate all livestock
pilot programs so that, to the maximum ex-
tent practicable, associated costs (other than
for research and development) are not ex-
pected to exceed $20 million for fiscal year
2001, $30 million for fiscal year 2002, $40 mil-
lion for fiscal year 2003, and $55 million for
fiscal year 2004 and each subsequent fiscal
year.

Amends section 518 of the FCIA by striking
the livestock exclusion from insurance. (Sec-
tion 105)

The Senate amendment authorizes FCIC to
conduct research, surveys, pilot programs,
and investigations relating to crop insurance
and agriculture-related risks and losses
based on proposals developed by FCIC and
others to determine their suitability to meet
producer needs.

Provides an exception that FCIC may not
conduct such research activity to provide
risk protection where such protection is gen-
erally available from the private sector.
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Provides under newly created section

522(a)(3) a list of eligible activities for re-
search activity, including after October 1,
2000, livestock and livestock products, wild
salmon, and loss or damage to trees or fruit
due to ‘‘sharka.’’

Clarifies the scope of pilot programs under
newly created section 522(a)(4). Authorizes
FCIC to offer pilot programs on a regional,
state, or national basis after considering the
interests of producers and the interests and
risks of FCIC, and to operate the pilot pro-
gram, including any modifications, for up to
4 years with authority to extend for addi-
tional periods. Also authorizes FCIC to pro-
vide premium discounts to producers using
whole farm or single crop units of insurance
and to cross state and county boundaries to
form units.

Requires under newly created section
522(a)(5) that FCIC evaluate each pilot pro-
gram and submit a report to the Senate and
House Agriculture Committees with a rec-
ommendation on whether to offer the pilot
on a national basis.

Authorizes under newly created section
522(a)(6) funds to carry out research and pilot
programs (except for research related to al-
ternative rating methodologies authorized
under section 202 of the Senate amendment).
Authorized amounts may not exceed $10 mil-
lion in FY2001, $30 million in FY2002, $50 mil-
lion in FY2003, and $60 million in FY2004.

Provides that provisions under section 201
of the Senate amendment that require fund-
ing are applicable for fiscal years 2001
through 2004, including authority for timber,
wild salmon, and livestock coverage, general
pilot authority, and general research fund-
ing.

The Senate amendment provides that the
purpose of the pilot program is to determine
what incentives are necessary for approved
insurance providers to develop and offer risk
management products, rate premiums, and
competitively market such products.

Requires FCIC to establish a pilot program
under which approved insurance providers
may propose to the FCIC Board loss of yield
or revenue insurance coverage for 1 or more
commodities, including commodities not in-
surable (but excluding livestock), rates of
premium, and underwriting systems.

Requires FCIC to approve the risk manage-
ment product before it can be marketed.

Provides that the FCIC Board may approve
a risk management product submitted if the
Board determines that the interests of pro-
ducers are protected; premium rates are ac-
tuarially appropriate and underwriting sys-
tems are actuarially appropriate and ade-
quate; the product is reinsured under the
FCIA, through private reinsurance, or self-
insured; the size of the pilot is adequate; the
product is not generally available through
private insurance plans; and any other re-
quirements imposed by FCIC.

Requires that all information concerning a
risk management product be considered con-
fidential commercial or financial informa-
tion, and provides the standard that if the
Secretary could withhold such information,
the information may not be released.

Defines original provider as an approved
insurance provider that submits a product
for approval under this section. Provides
that risk management products approved
under this section may only be sold by the
original provider, unless another approved
insurance provider desiring to offer the prod-
uct pays a fee established by the original
provider. (Sections 201 and 205)

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provisions relative to the scope of pilot
programs and to a pilot program for insur-
ance coverage on wild salmon. Pilot author-
ity for insurance coverage for timber due to
drought, flood, fire or other natural disaster

and for trees or fruit affected by plum pox
(including quarantined trees or fruit) are
omitted because statutory authority cur-
rently exists to insure the crops against
these perils. The House bill language relative
to expedited consideration of low risk pilot
programs is omitted. The Conference sub-
stitute adopts the House bill’s provision rel-
ative to livestock pilot programs, except
that pilot authority to offer insurance cov-
erage for environmental liability is omitted
and the definition of livestock is modified to
include but not be limited to the livestock
referenced in the House bill. Funding for all
livestock programs is also limited to new
levels. The provision authorizes a premium-
rate reduction pilot program. Finally, House
bill language clarifying regulatory jurisdic-
tion over policies or plans of insurance is in-
cluded but in a separate section of the Act.
(Section 132)

The Managers intend for the Corporation
to proceed with crop insurance coverage for
sorghum silage beginning with the 2001 crop
year by implementing the pilot program that
was drafted and presented to grain sorghum
producers in October of 1999. The Corpora-
tion shall develop the program in a way that
provides sorghum silage the same coverage
as corn silage with the program to be fully
developed by September 30, 2000.

The Managers are aware of proposals to
implement a pilot insurance policy to pro-
vide coverage on timber losses resulting
from drought, flood, fire, or other natural
disaster. The Managers expect the Corpora-
tion to implement this pilot under current
authority, with special consideration given
to Florida.

The Managers are aware of the serious con-
cerns the plum pox virus is causing in sev-
eral states, including Pennsylvania. The
Managers believe the Corporation has the
same authority to develop a policy to pro-
vide coverage for plum pox as has been devel-
oped for citrus canker. The Managers expect
the Corporation to develop an insurance pol-
icy that provides coverage for trees against
losses associated with plum pox virus.

The Managers intend that the premium
rate reduction pilot program authorized by
this provision explore whether premium rate
competition can benefit producers without
harming program integrity or the crop insur-
ance delivery system. The Managers hope
and expect that the Corporation will approve
proposed premium reductions, as long as
such proposed reductions meet the standards
of approval contained in Section 132(d) of the
Conference substitute.

The Managers are aware that Section
508(e)(3) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act
already authorizes premium reductions if an
approved insurance provider can dem-
onstrate to the Corporation that it can pro-
vide crop insurance more efficiently than the
expense reimbursement provided by the Cor-
poration. The 508(e)(3) standard, however, is
too limiting because an approved insurance
provider’s gross income includes under-
writing gain as well as the expense reim-
bursement. As a result, the Managers intend
that the limitations on premium reductions
contained in Section 508(e)(3) of the Federal
Crop Insurance Act not apply to the pre-
mium rate reduction pilot program author-
ized by this provision.
Education and risk management assistance

The Senate amendment requires FCIC to
establish two programs for the fiscal years
2001 through 2004, not to exceed the available
funding limitations.

Requires FCIC to establish a program of
education and information for states in
which there is traditionally and continues to
be a low level of program participation and
coverage availability, and which the Sec-
retary determines is under-served.

Requires FCIC to establish a program of
research and development to develop new ap-
proaches to increasing participation in
states in which there is traditionally and
continues to be a low level of program par-
ticipation and coverage availability, and
which the Secretary determines is under-
served. Requires that $10 million in each of
fiscal years 2001 through 2004 be made avail-
able for the Education, Information, and In-
surance Provider Recruitment program from
the account provided under section
516(a)(2)(C) (mandatory funding account for
risk management payments).

Requires that $5 million in each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2004 be made available for
the Research and Development program from
the account provided under section
516(a)(2)(C) (mandatory funding account for
risk management payments). (Section 206)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to education and re-
search with certain changes. The provision
authorizing the Corporation to establish a
program of research and development for
new approaches to increase program partici-
pation in specified states is omitted and
partnerships for risk management education
is authorized. The Secretary, acting through
the CSREES, is required to establish a pro-
gram under which competitive grants are
made to qualified persons for the purpose of
educating producers about risk management
activities. Funding for the education and in-
formation program provided under the Sen-
ate amendment and the partnerships for risk
management education program are each
limited to $5 million for each fiscal year be-
ginning with 2001. The provision also pro-
vides for an agricultural management assist-
ance program under which the Secretary is
to offer cost share assistance to producers lo-
cated in states with historically low crop in-
surance participation for the uses as speci-
fied in the Act. Funding for this program is
limited to $10 million for each fiscal year be-
ginning with 2001. (Section 133)

Farmers have voiced support for mar-
keting clubs, supported through small grants
from USDA. The clubs provide an oppor-
tunity for farmers to improve their under-
standing of marketing and managing price
risk by sharing their marketing experiences
with their peers. The Managers encourage
the Secretary to continue to support devel-
opment of marketing clubs for farmers.
Options pilot program

The Senate amendment amends section 191
of the AMTA relative to options pilot pro-
gram authority by extending such authority
until December 31, 2004.

Expands authority to operate options pilot
programs from not more than 100 counties
with a limit of 6 counties per state, to not
more than 300 counties with a limit of 25
counties per state.

Authorizes the Secretary to enter into a
contract with any producer who volunteers
to participate in the pilot program during
any calendar year in which a county in
which the farm of the producer is located is
authorized to operate the pilot program.

Requires FCIC transfer $27 million for each
of fiscal years 2002 through 2004 from section
516(a)(2)(C) (mandatory funds for risk man-
agement payments) to the Secretary to fund
the operation of the expanded options pilot
program. (Section 204)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the options pilot
program with certain changes. Authority to
conduct the options pilot program is ex-
panded to include an increased number of
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counties with such authority continuing
until the expiration of the 1996 Farm Bill. Fi-
nally, funding is limited under this section.
(Section 134)

Subtitle D—Administration

Relation to other laws

The House bill provides that any policy or
plan of insurance offered under the FCIA is
not subject to the jurisdiction of the CFTC
or SEC. Provides a savings clause that states
that the provision does not affect the juris-
diction of the CFTC with respect to trans-
actions conducted on a contract market.

The Senate amendment provides that any
policy or plan of insurance offered under the
FCIA is not subject to the jurisdiction of the
CFTC, but does not affect the jurisdiction of
the CFTC with respect to transactions con-
ducted on a contract market.

The Conference substitute adopts the pro-
vision included in section 105 of the House
Bill relative to jurisdiction over policies or
plans of insurance and over any underlying
instrument utilized in such a policy or plan
of insurance. (Section 141)

Management of corporation

The House bill strikes section 505(a) rel-
ative to the Board of Directors of FCIC and
inserts a new section 505(a) and (b), relative
to the same.

Provides that the management of FCIC is
to be vested in the Board of Directors, sub-
ject to the supervision of the Secretary.

Provides that the Board consist of the
manager of FCIC (serving as a non voting ex
officio member), 1 member active in the crop
insurance business, 1 member active in the
regulation of insurance, the Under Secretary
for Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services,
1 additional Under Secretary for Agriculture,
USDA’s Chief Economist, and 4 active pro-
ducers who are policy holders, are from dif-
ferent geographic regions, represent a cross-
section of commodities grown, with 1 pro-
ducer being a specialty crop producer.

Provides that the private sector members
of the Board be appointed and serve at the
pleasure of the Secretary, and not otherwise
be employed by the government.

Requires that a private-sector member of
the Board serve as its Chairman and be elect-
ed by the Board.

Provides that the amendment made by sec-
tion 301 takes effect 30 days from enactment,
allowing current Board members to continue
to serve until the earlier of their replace-
ment date or 180 days after enactment. (Sec-
tion 301)

The Senate amendment strikes section
505(a) relative to the Board of Directors of
FCIC and inserts a new section 505(a).

Provides that the management of FCIC is
to be vested in the Board of Directors, sub-
ject to the supervision of the Secretary.

Provides that the Board consist of 4 pro-
ducers from each region of the country, 1
member active in the crop insurance busi-
ness, 1 member active in the reinsurance
business, the Under Secretary for Farm and
Foreign Agricultural Services, the Under
Secretary for Rural Development, and
USDA’s Chief Economist.

Provides that the private sector members
of the Board be appointed and serve at the
pleasure of the Secretary, not be employed
by the government, be appointed to stag-
gered 4 year terms, and serve no more than
2 consecutive terms.

Requires that a private sector member of
the Board serve as its Chairman and be elect-
ed by the Board.

Requires RMA to assist the Board in devel-
oping, reviewing, and recommending new
plans of insurance and pilot projects, terms
of the SRA, and with other issues involved in
the administration of the program.

Provides for the appointment of an Execu-
tive Director by the Secretary to assist the
Board and report to the Secretary.

Provides for a staff of 4 to report to the Ex-
ecutive Director, all 4 having knowledge and
experience in quantitative mathematics and
actuarial rating.

Requires the Executive Director and staff
to assist the Board in reviewing and approv-
ing policies and plans of insurance submitted
under sections 508, 522, or 523, and report at
least monthly to the Board on crop insur-
ance issues.

Requires the Executive Director and staff
to review subsidized and unsubsidized insur-
ance, make recommendations for approval or
disapproval, make recommendations to en-
courage cooperation between the U.S. attor-
neys, FCIC, and approved insurance pro-
viders to minimize fraud, and make rec-
ommendations with respect to rating meth-
odologies.

Provides $500,000 for fiscal year 2001 from
the FCIA Fund to pay the salaries and ex-
penses of the Executive Director and staff.

Requires that RMA transfer $500,000 for fis-
cal year 2001, and $1 million for each subse-
quent fiscal year to the Executive Director
for salaries and expenses, subject to the
availability of appropriations. (Section 301)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to the composition
of the Corporation Board of Directors with
changes to permit the Secretary the option
of appointing 1 person experienced in rein-
surance or 1 person experienced in the regu-
lation of insurance, requiring that Board
members be limited to two consecutive
terms and be appointed for staggered 4–year
terms. The new Board is to be appointed dur-
ing the period beginning February 1, 2001 and
ending April 1, 2001. Finally, the Board of Di-
rectors is required to contract with persons
experienced as actuaries and in underwriting
for expert reviews of policies and plans of in-
surance offered under the Federal Crop In-
surance Act. Funding for such reviews is au-
thorized from mandatory funds formerly
dedicated to research and development. The
authority provided under this section, in-
cluding funding dedicated to carry out this
section, is in addition to the general man-
agement authority over the Corporation, in-
cluding any other contracting authority
under the title, that is vested in the Board of
Directors. (Section 142)
Contracting for rating of plans of insurance

The House bill amends section 507(c)(2) rel-
ative to requiring FCIC to contract for cer-
tain services by including the contracting
for actuarial services, services relating to
loss adjustment, and rating plans of insur-
ance. Underscores that FCIC should con-
centrate on the regulation of insurance and
on the evaluation process for newly devel-
oped policies under section 508(h). (Section
306)

Section 202 of the Senate amendment cor-
responds with sections 306 and 104 of House
bill

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to contracting for
rating plans of insurance. (Section 143)
Electronic availability of crop insurance infor-

mation
The House bill amends section 508(a)(5) by

making technical amendments and adding a
new subparagraph (B) relative to electronic
availability of crop insurance information.

Requires FCIC to make general insurance
information electronically available to pro-
ducers and insurance providers, and also re-
quires, where practicable, that FCIC allow
producers and providers to provide insurance
information electronically. (Section 307)

The Senate amendment has no comparable
provision.

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to the electronic
availability of crop insurance information.
(Section 144)
Adequate Coverage for States

The Senate amendment amends section
508(a) adding paragraph (9) relative to ade-
quate coverage for states.

Defines adequately served as having a par-
ticipation rate that is at least 50 percent of
the national average.

Requires FCIC to review policies offered by
approved insurance providers to determine if
each state is adequately served.

Requires that not later than 30 days after
completion of the review, FCIC must submit
to Congress a report of the results along with
recommendations to increase participation
in states not adequately served. (Section 305)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to adequate coverage
for states. (Section 145)
Submission of Policies and Materials to Board

The House bill amends section 508(h)(1) to
clarify that a ‘‘person’’ that may propose a
policy to the Board for approval includes an
approved insurance provider, a college or
university, a cooperative or trade associa-
tion, or other persons. Clarifies that policies
are to be sold to producers by approved in-
surance providers.

Requires FCIC to consider any modified
policy proposal within 30 days from the sub-
mission of the modifications, and requires
that any decision to disapprove a policy
must be accompanied by a complete expla-
nation.

Requires that FCIC make a determination
to approve or disapprove a policy proposal
within 120 days from submission, and any de-
cision to disapprove a policy must be accom-
panied by a complete explanation. Provides
that the proposed policy is approved for the
initial reinsurance year where FCIC fails to
provide a timely determination unless the
parties agree to an extension.

Amends section 516(b)(2) to authorize the
current $3.5 million in mandatory funds for
research and development to be used for
costs associated with considering and con-
tracting for assistance in considering poli-
cies submitted for approval and carrying out
policies resulting from direct contracting,

The House bill also requires FCIC to issue
regulations establishing guidelines within
180 days of enactment to govern the submis-
sion of policies. (Sections 305 and 105)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(h) by striking paragraphs (1) through (4)
relative to the submission, review and ap-
proval, and guidelines for the same of new
policies, plans of insurance, or related mate-
rials, and inserts new paragraphs (1) through
(4) related to the same.

Permits persons to propose to the Board
loss of yield or revenue insurance coverage
on an individual, area, or a combination of
individual and area basis for 1 or more crops
and rates of premium and underwriting sys-
tems for proposed or existing policies.

Provides that a proposal submitted under
this subsection may be prepared without re-
gard to FCIA limitations, including actu-
arial soundness, levels of coverage, rates of
premium, that the price level equal the ex-
pected market price and that an approved in-
surance provider must provide coverage for
all crops throughout the state where the pro-
vider elects to provide any coverage in the
state.

Provides, however, that FCIC may not pay
a portion of the premium for a policy sub-
mitted under this subsection that exceeds
the amount otherwise authorized under sub-
section (e).
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Requires the Board to approve a proposal

submitted under this subsection for subsidy
and reinsurance where the Board determines
the proposal adequately ensures the inter-
ests of producers are protected, premiums
are actuarially appropriate, underwriting
systems are actuarially appropriate and ade-
quate, and is reinsured under this title, pri-
vately reinsured, or self-insured.

Provides that rates of premium are actu-
arially appropriate where the rate is suffi-
cient to cover projected losses and expenses,
a reasonable reserve, and an amount of oper-
ating and administrative expenses of the ap-
proved insurance provider under subsection
(d)(2).

Provides that proposed underwriting plans
may be on an area or individual farm basis
and must, at a minimum, specify factors
such as yield history for the farm or region,
soils and resource quality for the farm, and
farm production practices.

Requires FCIC to provide reinsurance to
approved insurance providers to the max-
imum extent practicable, and allows such
providers to obtain private reinsurance, rein-
surance under the FCIA, or to self-insure.

Requires FCIC to prescribe standards for
determining whether premium rates are ac-
tuarially appropriate.

Establishes guidelines with respect to any
policy or other material submitted to the
Board after October 1, 2000.

Allows FCIC to enter into more than 1 re-
insurance agreement simultaneously with an
approved insurance provider to facilitate the
offering of the new policy.

Requires FCIC to promulgate regulations
establishing the procedure for the submis-
sion of policies under this subsection, includ-
ing the standards applicable to a proposal,
procedures concerning the time limits and
for opportunity to present the proposal to
the Board in person.

Provides that a proposal submitted to the
Board is considered approved unless the
Board disapproves the proposal by the date
60 business days after the later of submission
of the proposal or the date on which the ap-
plicant provides the Board notice of intent
to modify.

Requires FCIC to provide notice by reg-
istered mail of intent to disapprove a pro-
posal not later than 15 days before the date
the Board intends to disapprove such pro-
posal.

Provides an applicant with the right to
modify a proposal and provides that any
modified proposal be considered the original.
Requires an applicant to provide notice to
the Board of intent to modify a proposal
within 5 days of notice by the Board to dis-
approve such proposal.

Requires FCIC to prescribe a reasonable
deadline for submission of proposals that ap-
proved insurance providers expect to market
during the reinsurance year.

Requires that proposals submitted to the
Board be considered confidential commercial
information, and further requires that if in-
formation concerning a proposal could be
considered confidential, the information
may not be released.

Provides an exception to the standard of
confidentiality where an approved insurance
provider agrees to pay a fee (prescribed
under section 307 of the Senate amendment)
to offer a policy developed by another pro-
vider.

Provides that in lieu of publication in the
Federal Register, a general summary of a
proposal must be made available to other
providers upon approval of the proposal by
the Board, including the identity of the pro-
vider, the coverage provided, and the area to
be served.

Strikes paragraphs (6), (8), and (10) of sec-
tion 508(h), related to a pilot cost of produc-

tion plan, a pilot program of assigned yields
for new producers, and time limits for sub-
mission of proposals, and designates para-
graphs (7) and (9) as (6) and (7), respectively.

Amends section 516(b)(1) by adding a para-
graph (D) authorizing FCIC to pay salaries
and expenses of the Executive Director and
staff for fiscal year 2001 from the FCIA fund,
but not to exceed $500,000. (Section 301)

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to the submission of
policies and materials to the Board with
changes regarding confidentiality require-
ments governing policies. The requirement
that policies be printed in the Federal Reg-
ister is also stricken from the Federal Crop
Insurance Act. Funding provided under the
House provision is incorporated into the Act
but under another section of the Title. (Sec-
tion 146)

Funding

The House bill amends section 516(a)(2) au-
thorizing mandatory funds to be used for
costs associated with the conduct of live-
stock pilot programs subject to the limita-
tions above.

Amends section 516(b)(1) authorizing FCIC
to fund livestock pilot programs from the
FCIA Fund.

Amends section 516(a)(2) authorizing man-
datory funds to be used for cost associated
with reimbursement and contracting for re-
search and development.

Amends section 516(b)(1) authorizing FCIC
to fund reimbursement and contracting from
the FCIA fund.

Amends section 516(b)(2) authorizing man-
datory funds for costs associated with con-
sidering policies and other materials and im-
plementing such policies. (Section 105, 304
and 305)

The Senate amendment amends section
516(a)(1) of the FCIA by striking paragraph
(1) and inserting a new paragraph (1) pro-
viding that, along with premium income and
amounts under section 516(a)(2), sanctions
fees are to be deposited in this fund.

Amends 516(b)(2)(a) increasing the author-
ization of mandatory funds to be used for re-
search and development. (Sections 207 and
303)

The Conference substitute adopts a funding
section that incorporates funding authorized
under various sections of the House bill and
the Senate amendment, including funding to
cover costs associated with the consideration
and implementation of policies. (Section 147)

Standard Reinsurance Agreement

The House bill authorizes FCIC to renego-
tiate the SRA effective for the 2002 reinsur-
ance year. (Section 310(b))

The Senate amendment has no comparable
provision.

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to the Standard Re-
insurance Agreement with changes to allow 1
re-negotiation during the 2001 through 2005
reinsurance years. (Section 148)

Subtitle E—Miscellaneous

Limitation on Revenue Coverage for Potatoes

The Senate amendment restates the exclu-
sions in current law in subparagraph (A) and
adds another exclusion for coverage under
new subparagraph (B) prohibiting the cov-
erage of losses due to a decline in revenue
from potato production, except as provided
under a whole farm plan of insurance.

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to limitations on rev-
enue coverage for potatoes. (Section 161)

Crop Insurance Coverage for Cotton and Rice

The Senate amendment requires that, be-
ginning with the 2001 rice crop, FCIC offer

plans of insurance, including prevented
planting and replanting coverage, to cover
the loss of rice due to the failure of irriga-
tion water supplies from drought and salt-
water intrusion. (Section 107)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to crop insurance cov-
erage for rice with a change to include extra
long staple cotton and upland cotton. (Sec-
tion 162)
Indemnity Payments for Certain Producers

The Senate amendment requires that not-
withstanding section 508(c )(5) relative to
price elections, a producer of durum wheat
that purchased a 1999 CRC wheat policy by
the sales closing date shall receive an indem-
nity payment in accordance with the policy.
Requires that the base and harvest price
under the policy be in accord with the Com-
modity Exchange Endorsement for wheat
published by FCIC on July 14, 1998, and that
FCIC provide reinsurance under the SRA for
the policy. Voids the Bulletin MGR- 99–004
issued by the Administrator. This provision
is effective on October 1, 2000. (Section 501)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to providing indem-
nity payments to certain producers with
technical changes. (Section 163)
Sense of Congress on regarding the Federal Crop

Insurance Program
The Senate amendment expresses the sense

of the Senate regarding the federal crop in-
surance program and the role of farmer-
owned cooperatives. Expresses the sense of
the Senate that, not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment, the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation should complete pro-
mulgation of the proposed rule entitled
‘‘General Administrative Regulations; Pre-
mium Reductions; Payment of Rebates, Divi-
dends, and Patronage Refunds; and Pay-
ments to Insured-Owned and Record-Control-
ling Entities.’’

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the Sense of Con-
gress regarding the Federal Crop Insurance
Program. (Section 164)
Sense of Congress on rural America, including

minority and limited-resources farmers
The Senate amendment provides findings

relative to a rally for rural America held in
Washington on March 20–21, 2000, the purpose
of the rally, and a sense of Congress with re-
spect to the rally, its participants, and its
purpose. (Section 403)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision relative to the Sense of Con-
gress on Rally for Rural America and Rural
Crisis with changes. The Conference sub-
stitute also adopts the House provision rel-
ative to minority and limited resource farm-
ers and ranchers with changes. (Section 165)

Subtitle F—Effective Dates and
Implementation

Effective dates
The House bill provides that with the ex-

ception of sections 301(b) and 305(d), the
amendments made by House bill take effect
upon enactment.

Provides that the implementation depends
on the terms of the particular amendment
or, in the absence of an express implementa-
tion date, in accordance with section 402.
(Section 401)

The Senate amendment provides that with
the exception of certain provisions, the Sen-
ate amendment is effective upon enactment.
(Section 501)
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The House bill requires implementation of

sections 104, 106, 107, 202, 203, 204, 205, 206, and
309 for the 2000 crop year.

Requires implementation of sections
105(a); 305(a), (b), and (c); 306; and 307 for the
2000 fiscal year.

Requires implementation of sections 101,
102, 103(b), 109, 110, 111, and 201 for the 2001
crop year. Requires implementation of sec-
tions 105(b) and 304 for the fiscal year 2001.
(Section 402)

The Senate amendment prohibits FCIC
from obligating funds to carry out sections
102, 103, 105, 106, 201 through 207, 309, and 310
until October 1, 2000.

The Conference substitute provides that
this Act take effect on the date of enactment
with certain exceptions. Subtitle C, section
146 and 163 take effect on October 1, 2000.
Subsections (a), (b), and (c) of section 101,
section 102(a), subsections (a), (b), and (c) of
section 103, section 104, section 105(b), sec-
tion 108, section 109, and section 162 take ef-
fect beginning with the 2001 crop year. Sec-
tion 101(d), section 102(b), and section 103(d)
take effect beginning with the 2001 reinsur-
ance year. (Section 171)
Regulations

The Senate amendment requires FCIC to
promulgate regulations not later than 60
days after the date of enactment.

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute adopts the Sen-
ate provision requiring the Corporation to
promulgate regulations to carry out this Act
with a change from requiring regulations
within 60 days after enactment to 120 days
after enactment. (Section 172)
Savings clause

The House bill provides a savings clause
with respect to current law, to the extent
that application of an amendment is delayed.
(Section 403)

The Senate amendment has no comparable
provision.

The Conference substitute adopts the
House provision relative to the savings
clause. (Section 173)
Compliance with state licensing requirements

The House bill amends section 508 by add-
ing a new subsection (o) relative to compli-
ance with state licensing requirements.

Requires that any person who sells or so-
licits the purchase of a policy in a state
must be licensed and qualified to do business
in that state. (Section 206)

The Senate amendment amends section 508
of the FCIA adding at the end a new para-
graph (n), relative to compliance with state
licensing requirements.

Requires any person that sells or solicits
the purchase of a policy or adjusts losses
under the FCIA in any state must be licensed
and qualified to do business in that state,
and must comply with all state regulations
(including commission and anti-rebating reg-
ulations) as required under state law. (Sec-
tion 313)

The Conference substitute deletes both the
House and Senate provisions because such li-
censing requirements are dealt with under a
separate section.
Choice of risk management options

The Senate amendment defines an agricul-
tural commodity as a crop specified in sec-
tion 518 of the FCIA for which ‘‘CAT’’ or
‘‘buy-up’’ coverage is available.

The section further defines an agricultural
commodity as a crop that is selected by the
Secretary to maximize the number of par-
ticipating producers, provides for a mixture
of program, specialty, and regional crops,
gives consideration to crops with low crop
insurance participation, and results in not
less than 15 percent of payments going to

states with traditionally low program par-
ticipation that the Secretary determines are
under-served.

Defines applicable crop to mean the 2002
through 2004 crops, and applicable year to
mean the year in which the crop is produced
on the farm and the producer elects to re-
ceive a risk management payment or crop
insurance premium subsidy. Also defines a
regulated exchange as a board of trade des-
ignated as a contract market.

Requires FCIC to offer either to make risk
management payments or to provide crop in-
surance premium subsidies for each of the
2002 through 2004 crops.

Requires each producer to make an elec-
tion between the two options before the sales
closing date for the applicable crop.

Requires FCIC to make a risk management
payment for an applicable crop to a producer
electing to receive such a payment providing
the producer engages in at least 1 prescribed
risk management practice from at least 2 of
5 categories. The categoriesinclude, (1) the
Crop Insurance Category (buying unsub-
sidized or private coverage), (2) the Mar-
keting Risk Category, (3) the Financial Risk
Category, (4) the Farm Resources Risk Cat-
egory, or (5) the Other Category (as pre-
scribed by the Secretary).

Requires the Secretary to determine the
amount of any risk management payment
taking into consideration the expenditure by
the producer on the risk management activi-
ties in which the producer engaged.

Provides that no risk management pay-
ment may be made in an amount greater
than equal to the national average of the
previous year’s liability for all ‘‘CAT’’ poli-
cies.

Authorizes $500 million for fiscal years 2002
through 2004 from the account established in
section 516(a)(2)(C) of the FCIA, except that
payments in any one fiscal year may not ex-
ceed $200 million. (Sections 204 and 206 of the
Senate amendment reduce this amount to
fund options pilot programs and education
and research.)

Requires producers receiving a risk man-
agement payment to certify compliance with
qualifying risk management practices and
associated costs for the applicable year.

Authorizes FCIC to conduct random com-
pliance audits.

Requires the producer to refund a risk
management payment where the producer
fails to certify compliance or fails to comply
with qualifying risk management practices
and subjects the producer to possible debar-
ment for up to 5 years from farm programs
cited in section 506(n)(3)(B) of the FCIA.

Provides that any assignment of benefits
be carried out consistent with section 8(g) of
the Soil Conservation and Domestic Allot-
ment Act, and requires the producer give no-
tice of such assignment where FCIC requires.

Requires FCIC to provide for the fair and
equitable sharing of benefits among all pro-
ducers at risk in the production of a crop.

Amends section 516(a) by striking para-
graph (1) relative to discretionary expenses
and inserts a new paragraph (1) relating to
the same, providing that there authorized to
be appropriated for fiscal year 1999 and each
subsequent fiscal year such sums as are nec-
essary to cover the salaries and expenses of
the FCIC, and the expenses of approved in-
surance providers in carrying out section
522(c).

Amends section 516(a) relative to manda-
tory expenses by adding at the end author-
ization for risk management payments in an
amount not to exceed $500 million for fiscal
years 2001 through 2004, with not more than
$200 million for any 1 fiscal year. (Section
203)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
Fees for use of new policies and plans of insur-

ance
The House bill amends section 508(h) by

adding a new paragraph (11) relative to fees
for new policies and plans of insurance.

Provides that beginning with fiscal year
2001, a person that develops a policy that
does not apply for reimbursement has the
right to receive a fee from another approved
insurance provider electing to sell that pol-
icy.

Provides that the second provider may not
sell such policy without first reaching a fee
agreement with the developer.

Provides that ‘‘new policy’’ under the para-
graph means a policy that was approved by
the Board on or after October 1, 2000 and was
not available at the time of approval. Pro-
vides that the fee be determined by the de-
veloper subject to the approval of the Board,
except the Board shall approve the fee unless
it is unreasonable in relation to research and
development costs or it unnecessarily inhib-
its the use of the policy. (Section 308)

The Senate amendment amends section
508(h) of the FCIA by striking paragraph (5)
relative to required publication of submis-
sions in the Federal Register and inserts a
new paragraph (5) relative to fees for plans of
insurance.

Provides that, beginning with the 2001 re-
insurance year, an approved insurance pro-
vider electing to offer a policy that was de-
veloped by another provider and was ap-
proved before January 1, 2000 must pay the
developer $2 per policy for each of the first 5
crop years, $1 per policy for each of the next
3 crop years, and 50 cents for each policy in
each succeeding crop year.

Provides that, beginning with the 2001 re-
insurance year, an approved insurance pro-
vider electing to offer a policy that was de-
veloped by another provider and was ap-
proved by the Board on or after January 1,
2000 must pay the developer an amount de-
termined by the developer, such fee subject
to the approval of the Board. FCIC may not
approve fees that would unnecessarily in-
hibit the use of a policy.

Requires FCIC to collect and credit fees to
approved insurance providers.

Provides an exception to the general rule
relative to fees where an approved insurance
provider electing to offer a policy in a state
where the developer of the policy does not do
business may pay a fee to offer the policy
and that fee may not be refused.

Amends section 516(b)(1) by adding a new
paragraph allowing FCIC to pay fees col-
lected from the insurance fund, and amends
section 516(c)(1)(A) to provide for the deposit
of such fees collected into the fund. (Section
307)

The Conference substitute deletes both the
House and Senate provisions.
Federal Crop Insurance Improvement Commis-

sion
The Senate amendment provides in lieu of

the current section 515 of the FCIA a new
section 515 relative to the establishment of a
Federal Crop Insurance Improvement Com-
mission.

Defines commission as the Federal Crop In-
surance Improvement Commission and es-
tablishes the same.

Provides that the commission have 15
members, including the Under Secretary for
Farm and Foreign Agricultural Services, the
FCIC manager, the USDA Chief Economist,
an employee of OMB appointed by the OMB
Director, a representative of the National
Association of Insurance Commissioners, 4
approved insurance providers appointed by
the Secretary, 2 agricultural economists
from academia appointed by the Secretary,
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and 4 representatives of major farm organi-
zations or farmer-owned cooperatives.

Provides that members be appointed not
later than 60 days from enactment and serve
for the life of the commission.

Provides that the commission review and
make recommendations relative to the
amount of risk approved insurance providers
should bear, whether current reinsurance
practices should be continued, the extent to
which development of new policies should be
undertaken by private entities, how to focus
research and development to include new
types of products and products for specialty
crops, the progress in reducing administra-
tive and operating expenses, etc.

Requires the Under Secretary serving on
the commission to serve as chairman and
vote in the event of a tie.

Requires the commission to meet at least
6 times per year and make public records of
the commission available at the Office of the
RMA. Requires that not later than 2 years
after enactment the commission submit a re-
port to the House and Senate Agriculture
Committees, with copies to the Secretary
and the FCIC Board. Also, authorizes the
commission to make 1 or more interim re-
ports.

Provides that authority for the commis-
sion terminates at the earlier of 60 days after
the final report is issued or on September 30,
2004.

Authorizes to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary. (Section 310)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
Highly erodible land and wetland conservation

The Senate amendment amends sections
1211(3) and 1221(b)(3) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 to make producers who fail to
comply with highly erodible land and wet-
land conservation requirements, respec-
tively, ineligible for crop insurance benefits.
(Section 311)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
Projected loss ratio

The Senate amendment strikes paragraph
(2) of section 506(o) of the FCIA relative to
loss ratio requirements and inserts a new
paragraph related to the same.

Requires FCIC to take such actions as are
necessary, including the establishment of
adequate premiums, to improve the actu-
arial soundness of the crop insurance pro-
gram to achieve a 1.075 loss ratio from Octo-
ber 1, 1998 through the 2001 crop year, and a
1.00 loss ratio beginning with the 2002 crop
year. (Section 312)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
Improved risk management education

The Senate amendment amends Title IV of
the Agricultural Research, Extension, and
Education Reform Act of 1998 by adding at
the end section 409 relative to improved risk
management education for agricultural pro-
ducers and provides definitions.

Requires the Secretary to carry out a pro-
gram to improve the risk management skills
of agricultural producers, to help producers
understand the financial health of their op-
erations, marketing alternatives available,
and relevant legal, governmental, environ-
mental, and human resource issue.

Requires the Secretary to establish Risk
Management Education Coordinating Cen-
ters in each of the 5 regions in the country.

Requires the Secretary to locate a region’s
center at risk management coordinating of-

fice of the Cooperatve State Research, Edu-
cation, and Extension Service in existence at
a land grant college or an appropriate alter-
native land grant college in the region. Re-
quires the land grant college to demonstrate
the capacity to carry out program priorities,
funding distribution, and reporting require-
ments.

Requires each center to establish a coordi-
nating council consisting of 5 members, in-
cluding public and private organizations,
producers, and a representative of the re-
gional RMA office.

Requires centers to coordinate the offering
of intensive risk management instructional
activities for professionals who work with
producers, the provision of educational pro-
grams for producers, and the dissemination
of risk management education materials.

Requires centers to make use of emerging
risk management information and materials,
after an evaluation of suitability is con-
ducted with the assistance of land grant col-
lege personnel and others.

Requires each center to reserve a portion
of funds provided under the section to make
special grants to land grant colleges and pri-
vate entities in the region to conduct such
activities, and requires the reservation of
funds to award competitive grants to public
and private entities for such purposes.

Requires that the National Agriculture
Risk Education Library serve as the central
agency for coordination and distribution of
education material and provide for the elec-
tronic delivery of the same.

Authorizes to be appropriated $30 million
for fiscal year 2001 and each subsequent fis-
cal year, requiring 2.5 percent of funds avail-
able be distributed to the Library with the
residual funding reserved for the centers.

Requires the land grant colleges hosting a
regional center to administer the funds for
the region. Requires that each center be lo-
cated in an existing facility and prohibits
the use of funds for new construction.

Requires the Secretary, acting through the
CSREES, to evaluate each center. (Section
401)

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
Termination of authority

The Senate amendment provides that the
termination of certain authority is effective
on September 30, 2004.

Repeals Senate amendment provided in
sections 102, 103, 105, 106, 203(b), and 310 on
September 30, 2004, and provides that the
FCIA and NAP shall after this date be ad-
ministered as if these provisions had not
been enacted.

Provides further conforming amendments
to repeal any funding authority provided
under the Senate Amendments and prohibits
the Secretary or FCIC from carrying out the
provisions after September 30, 2004.

The House bill has no comparable provi-
sion.

The Conference substitute deletes the Sen-
ate provision.
TITLE II—AGRICULTURAL ASSISTANCE
The Conference substitute includes a new

title (Title II) providing agricultural assist-
ance to producers of the 2000 crops and other
assistance:

Subtitle A—Market Loss Assistance
Sec. 201. Market loss assistance

To ensure timely delivery of market loss
payments to eligible producers and owners,
the Managers expect the Secretary to make
the payments available under the same
terms and conditions as the 2000 AMTA con-
tract payments. Market loss payments made
under authority of this legislation shall not

be treated as a contract (AMTA) payment for
purposes of section 115 of Title I of the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act of 1996, or section 1001, paragraphs (1)
through (4) of the Food Security Act of 1985.
Further, it should not be necessary to re-
quire eligible owners and operators to file
new contracts or redesignate shares in order
to receive market loss payments.
Sec. 202. Oilseeds

The Managers expect the Secretary to de-
liver oilseed economic assistance payments
to producers in the same manner used to de-
liver the 1999 oilseed payments authorized
under Title VIII, section 803 of P.L. 106–354.
The Managers note that the Department has
taken over seven months to make payments
to eligible producers. Such delays in deliv-
ering crop year 2000 payments are unaccept-
able.

The Managers expect that sesame seed will
be eligible for assistance under this section.
The Managers note that the Federal Agricul-
tural Improvement Act of 1996 makes other
oilseeds eligible for assistance under section
131 of the FAIR Act. The Managers direct the
Secretary, using his authority under section
102 of the FAIR Act and any other applicable
authorities, to ensure that sesame seed pro-
ducers may participate in this program
under section 202.
Sec. 203. Specialty crops

This section provides for infrastructure
improvements for growers of specialty crops.
Specifically, the section provides $59.45 mil-
lion for the PACA reserve fund and the in-
spection service reserve fund to maintain the
cost of licensing and inspection fees at the
current level. The section also provides $11.55
million to make improvements to the sys-
tem used for inspecting fruits and vegeta-
bles, including the program and facilities
used to train inspectors; the technological
tools used by inspectors; expanding digital
imaging technology capabilities; and im-
proving office space and grading tables.

This section also provides $200 million to
be used by the Secretary to purchase spe-
cialty crops that experienced low prices in
the 1998 and 1999 crop years, including ap-
ples, black-eyed peas, cherries, citrus, cran-
berries, onions, melons, peaches, potatoes
and others. The Managers expect the Sec-
retary to ensure that, as provided in sub-
section (d) of this section, purchases with
this funding are in addition to other pur-
chases made by the Secretary under other
authorities. To the extent practicable, the
Managers expect the Secretary to purchase a
significant portion of the commodities pur-
chased under this section directly from
farmers or agricultural cooperatives rather
than processors.

This section also provides $25 million to
compensate growers for losses resulting from
plum pox virus, Pierce’s disease and citrus
canker.

With respect to the plum pox virus, the
Managers expect the Secretary to use at
least $5.1 million to compensate growers
whose trees were destroyed as part of the
Secretary’s ‘‘Declaration of Extraordinary
Emergency’’ dated March 2, 2000, in a man-
ner that covers: net returns that would have
been earned over the remaining life of all the
destroyed trees; producers being prevented
from replanting for three years; and lost
value of nursery stock.

With respect to Pierce’s disease, the Man-
agers expect the Secretary to utilize at least
$7,140,000 in a manner that enables the Cali-
fornia Department of Food and Agriculture
to utilize such funding for state and local ef-
forts to contain and control Pierce’s disease
which is devastating agricultural areas in
Southern California, and is moving north-
ward into other regions. Funds are needed
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immediately to monitor for the earliest
signs of the disease and to inspect nursery
stock prior to shipment. The disease is
spread by a vigorous and difficult to control
insect called the glassy-winged sharpshooter.
This insect is a major problem, but the
elimination of the insect would not elimi-
nate the disease.

The Managers are disappointed by the fed-
eral response to this outbreak. It is clear
that efforts to control the spread of the dis-
ease must be increased. It is also clear that
there is an immediate need for additional re-
search efforts to study near and long term
alternatives for controlling the bacterium
common to Pierce’s disease. The Managers
expect the Secretary to initiate such efforts
immediately, within existing resources.

With respect to citrus canker, the Man-
agers expect the Secretary to utilize remain-
ing funding to compensate citrus growers
who have suffered economic losses due to the
disease.

This section also requires the Secretary, in
conjunction with USDA’s Inspector General,
to submit a report to Congress that analyzes
the economic losses associated with falsified
inspection certificates issued at the Hunts
Point Terminal Market, including an anal-
ysis of how the Secretary intends to provide
restitution.

This section also provides loans, up to
three years in term, for apple producers that
are suffering economic losses resulting from
low prices for apples.

Sec. 204. Other commodities

Subsec. (a) Peanuts

This subsection provides economic assist-
ance to peanut producers. The Managers ex-
pect the Secretary to deliver the peanut eco-
nomic assistance payments to producers in
the same manner used to deliver the 1999
peanut assistance authorized under Title
VIII, section 803 of P.L. 106–354. The Man-
agers also expect that the same rules that
were used and applied to a peanut quota les-
sor and lessee with respect to 1999 assistance
will be used with respect to the delivery of
the monies made available under this Act.

Subsec. (b) Tobacco

This subsection-
Provides $340 million to the Secretary to

make payments to States from October 1,
2000, to October 20, 2000. The States shall di-
vide the funds between quota owners, quota
lessees, and tobacco producers;

Includes language requested from the
State of Georgia requiring the State to
match the portion of funds provided from
this title by the Federal Government;

Allows an increase for acreage transfers for
dark-fire cured tobacco;

Allows for an adjustment in the burley
noncommitted pool stocks;

Places limitations on burley carry forward
pounds and lease and transfer due to natural
disasters;

Makes a technical correction in the cross
county leasing definition of the 1938 Agricul-
tural Adjustment Act; and

Requires that the Secretary establish a
computerized recordkeeping system for bur-
ley tobacco quota and acreage.

Subsec. (c) Honey

This subsection provides recourse loans for
honey producers on the 2000 crop of honey.
The loan rate would equal 85 percent of the
average price of honey during the 5-crop year
period preceding the 2000 crop, dropping the
year with the highest price and the year with
the lowest price in calculating the average.

Subsec. (d) Wool and mohair

This subsection provides direct payments
to producers of wool and mohair for the 1999
marketing year. The payment rates would be

20 cents per pound for wool and 40 cents per
pound for mohair. The Managers expect the
Secretary to make payments under this sec-
tion in an equitable manner without regard
to size of operation.

Subsec. (e) Cottonseed
This subsection provides cottonseed assist-

ance to producers and first handlers. The
Managers expect the Secretary to provide
additional assistance to cotton producers
and first handlers through direct payments
or other means to help alleviate the prob-
lems caused by the unusually low prices.
Sec. 205. Payments in lieu of loan deficiency

payments
The Managers intend for crop year 2001

producers of wheat, oats and barley on a
farm with an AMTA contract who graze the
acreage and forego mechanical harvesting to
be eligible for a payment under the same
terms and conditions as a producer who har-
vests a crop and applies for a loan deficiency
payment. The Managers intend for the pro-
ducer to enter into a payment agreement
with CCC at the loan deficiency payment
rate for the applicable crop in effect on the
date of such agreement, at such time as the
producer chooses, but not earlier than the
date a producer who normally harvests a
crop would make application for a loan defi-
ciency payment and no later than September
30, 2001. The Managers expect the Secretary
to require adequate producer certifications
to protect the program from fraud and abuse.
Producers that certify wheat, oats or barley
for grain with either the Farm Service Agen-
cy (FSA) or the Risk Management Agency
(RMA) and fail to harvest the crop because of
weather conditions and subsequently graze
the acreage are not intended to be covered
by this provision. The Managers expect the
Department to immediately publicize this
provision in FSA county newsletters.
Sec. 206. Expansion of producers eligible for

loan deficiency payments
The Managers intend for producers grow-

ing an AMTA contract commodity on a farm
with no AMTA contract to be eligible for
loan deficiency payments on 2000 crop pro-
duction subject to the same terms and condi-
tions as applicable to producers on a farm
with an AMTA contract. Producers eligible
for payment under this section are afforded
an exception to the beneficial interest provi-
sions for a period of time that extends for 30
days after the promulgation of regulations.
The Managers expect the Department to im-
mediately publicize this provision in FSA
county newsletters.

Subtitle B-Conservation
Sec. 211. Conservation assistance

Subsection (a) directs USDA to use $10 mil-
lion for the Farmland Protection Program
and allows nonprofit conservation organiza-
tions to hold easements in those states that
do not have a state defined farmland protec-
tion program. Subsection (b) directs USDA
to use $40 million to provide soil, water and
natural resource conservation assistance for
farmers in the form of cost share or incen-
tive payments. The Managers believe that
farmers and ranchers need additional assist-
ance to address these natural resource prob-
lems.

The Managers agree there is a great de-
mand among the states to keep prime and
unique farmland in agricultural production.
The farmland protection authorization in
the 1996 farm bill was immediately over-sub-
scribed, and the $35 million in funds were ex-
hausted in two years. Thus, the Managers
have provided a $10–million infusion of funds
to the farmland protection program. In addi-
tion, new program participants, such as non-
profit land resource conservation councils,
are now able to take part in this initiative.

This section also provides $40 million to as-
sist farmers and ranchers through cost-share
or incentive payments to get proven soil and
water conservation practices on their farms
and ranches. In making these funds avail-
able, the Managers recognize that the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program
(EQIP) has left certain producers in areas of
states and regions of the country with little
or no federal help. Although the funds made
available in the conference report are lim-
ited, they will be directed at areas that are
outside conservation priority areas, where
most of the EQIP funds have been used. The
Managers expect for these funds to be fo-
cused on practices that conserve water or
improve water quality. The Managers believe
many water quality concerns can be handled
without the time-consuming and expensive
development and writing of whole farm
plans. One or two practices properly com-
pleted are the best conservation, which can
be applied to the land for water quality or
water conservation. In that regard, the Man-
agers emphasize that the funds included in
this program are only for financial assist-
ance through cost-share and incentive pay-
ments to farmers and ranchers. It is the in-
tent of the Managers that this program will
be carried out using the conservation oper-
ations account funded in annual agriculture
appropriations acts.
Sec. 212. Inclusion of farmland in conservation-

related areas
This section requires the Secretary of the

Interior, acting through the Director of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, to prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 on the proposed National Wildlife
Refuge (NWR) on the Little Darby Creek in
Madison and Union Counties, Ohio. This EIS
must be completed before any further devel-
opment may proceed on the Little Darby
Creek NWR.

Subtitle C—Research
Sec. 221. Carbon cycle research

This section directs USDA to provide $15
million in Fiscal Year 2001 to the Consor-
tium for Agricultural Soils Mitigation of
Greenhouse Gases for carbon cycle research
at the national, regional and local levels. Ad-
ditional research is needed in the sequestra-
tion of carbon as it relates to agricultural
best management practices and how these
practices convert carbon dioxide into soil or-
ganic carbon that in turn reduces soil ero-
sion, improves water quality and increases
yields. Producers and policymakers need a
better understanding of the link between the
carbon cycle and agricultural best manage-
ment practices. The Managers believe that
the storage of carbon may provide additional
income to farmers and ranchers and provide
ancillary environmental benefits.
Sec. 222. Tobacco research for medicinal pur-

poses
This section directs USDA to provide $3

million in Fiscal Year 2001 to Georgetown
University and North Carolina State Univer-
sity for research regarding the extraction
and purification of proteins from genetically
altered tobacco that can be used as a vaccine
for cervical cancer.
Sec. 223. Research on soil science and forest

health management
This section directs USDA to provide a

grant to the University of Nebraska-Lincoln
for laboratories and equipment for research
on soil science and forest health and man-
agement.
Sec. 224. Research on waste streams from live-

stock production
This section provides $3.5 million to ex-

pand research related to livestock produc-
tion waste streams. The Managers expect the
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Secretary to utilize this funding to focus on
technology for reducing, modifying, recy-
cling, and utilizing livestock waste streams
in a manner that will allow scientists to de-
velop and utilize integrated components re-
quired for a systems approach to livestock
waste and odor research and development.
This is required to deal with the complex
interactions among variables influencing nu-
trient/contaminant production and flow-
through livestock production systems. The
Managers expect the research goals to in-
clude: reducing waste and odor production
and emission; reducing health hazards and
improving working conditions in production
facilities; improving efficiency of manure
handling and utilization; increasing recy-
cling of nutrients and water; and making
livestock production compatible with neigh-
boring individuals and communities.

Sec. 225. Improved storage and management of
livestock and poultry waste

This section provides $5,000,000 in fiscal
year 2001 for the Secretary to review and as-
sess potential problems associated with live-
stock and poultry waste management sys-
tems and to study and demonstrate appro-
priate market-oriented solutions to these po-
tential problems. As provided in this section,
the Managers expect the Secretary to carry
out this review and assessments through
grants, contracts, and cooperative agree-
ments with producers, associations of pro-
ducers, and foundations supported by pro-
ducers.

Sec. 226. Ethanol research pilot plant

Authorizes and appropriates $14 million to
the Secretary for the construction of a corn-
based ethanol research pilot plant.

Sec. 227. Bioinformatics Institute for Model
Plant Species

Authorizes the Secretary to enter into a
cooperative agreement with the National
Center for Genome Resources in Santa Fe,
New Mexico, New Mexico State University
and Iowa State University for the establish-
ment and operation of an institute to be
known as the Bioinformatics Institute for
Model Plant Species for the purpose of en-
hancing the accessibility and utility of
genomic information for plant genetic re-
search.

Subtitle D—Agricultural Marketing

Sec. 231. Value-added agricultural product mar-
ket development grants

This section directs the Secretary to use
$15 million to award competitive grants to
eligible producers for the purpose of facili-
tating greater participation in markets for
value-added agricultural commodities. The
Managers expect these grants to fund ven-
tures for a variety of agricultural commod-
ities. It is the intent of the Managers that
the grants would be made for the purpose of
developing business plans for viable mar-
keting opportunities and the creation of a
pilot project resource center to coordinate
assistance including research, data, business,
legal, financial and logistical operations.
The Managers expect that the grants would
only be awarded if the projects, business ven-
tures, and other authorized activities are de-
termined to be economically viable and sus-
tainable. Further, the Mangers expect that
grants awarded under this section will facili-
tate the opening of new markets for value-
added products. It is not the intention of the
Managers that grants made under this sec-
tion will interfere with existing markets or
be used to fund construction, acquisition,
rental, leasing, or any other means of ob-
taining physical capacity to produce or proc-
ess agricultural commodities.

Subtitle E—Nutrition Programs
Sec. 241. Calulation of minimum amount of com-

modities for School Lunch requirements
Section 241 directs the Secretary to pur-

chase additional food commodities in fiscal
years 2000 and 2001 for distribution to schools
participating in the School Lunch program.
Sec. 242. School Lunch data

Section 242 provides that information ob-
tained for determining eligibility for free
and reduced-price school meals in the School
Lunch program may be shared to aid in the
enrollment of lower-income children in the
State Children’s Health Insurance Program
(SCHIP). This section also authorizes a pilot
project using local agencies operating the
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for
Women, Infants, and Children (the WIC pro-
gram) to help enroll children in the SCHIP.
Sec. 243. Child and Adult Care Food Program

integrity
Section 243 reforms the Child and Adult

Care Food Program (CACFP) to address
problems of fraud, abuse, and deficient man-
agement identified in investigations by the
General Accounting Office and the Agri-
culture Department’s Office of Inspector
General. This section also expands the avail-
ability of Federal nutrition assistance for
after-school programs and authorizes an ad-
ditional State to increase participation in
the CACFP by for-profit child care organiza-
tions serving lower-income children.
Sec. 244. Adjustments to WIC Program

Section 244 provides adjustments to the
WIC program to increase participation by
residents of remote Indian or Native villages
and provide a program structure that better
serves these communities.

Subtitle F—Other Programs
Sec. 251. Authority to provide loan in connec-

tion with boll weevil eradication
Section 251 requires the Secretary using

the Commodity Credit Corporation to make
a loan to the Texas Boll Weevil Eradication
Foundation, Inc., in the amount of
$10,000,000. This loan is to enable the Founda-
tion to retire debt associated with boll wee-
vil eradication zones that have ended their
participation, in whole or in part, in the boll
weevil eradication program.

Repayment for the loan will begin on Jan-
uary 1 of the year following the first year
that a boll weevil eradication zone, or any
part of the zone, responsible for the debt re-
tired using the loan resumes participation in
the boll weevil eradication program.

The cost of the credit subsidy of this loan
will be the amount necessary to provide the
full $10,000,000 loan to the Foundation. The
Managers expect that the credit subsidy nec-
essary to implement the total $10,000,000 loan
will be approximately 51%. However, the
Managers expect USDA to use whatever
amount of subsidy is necessary to make the
$10,000,000 loan.

The Managers expect that this loan to the
Texas Boll Weevil Eradication Foundation,
Inc., will retire its debt to Farm Credit Sys-
tem institutions associated with the Lower
Rio Grande Valley Boll Weevil Eradication
Zone and that portion of the debt associated
with the South Texas Winter Garden Zone
apportioned to Austin, Brazoria, Colorado,
Fort Bend, Jackson, Matagorda, and Whar-
ton Counties by the Texas Commissioner of
Agriculture. This loan will provide funds to
be used by the Foundation for full and final
satisfaction, on a pro-rata basis, of the notes
relating to the debt held by those Production
Credit Associations and the Farm Credit
Bank of Texas. The Managers expect that
upon payment of the notes from the funds
provided by this loan, that the Texas Boll
Weevil Eradication Foundation, Inc., will be

released from any and all claims, liabilities,
or obligations associated with or evidenced
by the notes.
Sec. 252. Animal disease control

Subsection (a) directs USDA to spend $7
million in Fiscal Year 2001 for psuedorabies
vaccination costs incurred by pork pro-
ducers. Subsection (b) directs USDA to spend
$6 million in Fiscal Year 2001 on bovine tu-
berculosis in Michigan. Funding shall be
used for surveillance and testing of cattle;
surveillance and testing of wildlife; research
at ARS and Michigan State University; in-
creases in indemnity payments to encourage
depopulation of infected herds; diagnostic
testing and treatment of humans; slaughter
surveillance; controlling and preventing ex-
posure of livestock to wildlife; fencing to
minimize contact between wildlife and do-
mestic livestock; and risk communications
and improvements in technology for commu-
nications. Current laws stipulate that fund-
ing for Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture eradication programs is to be with-
drawn from existing Commodity Credit Cor-
poration funds. The Managers intend for
eradication program funding to continue to
be extracted from Commodity Credit Cor-
poration funds.
Sec. 253. Emergency loans for seed producers

This section directs USDA to provide non-
interest loans to producers of 1999 crop grass,
forage, vegetable and sorghum seed that
have not received payments from
AgriBiotech (ABT) as a result of bankruptcy
proceedings involving ABT. ABT, one of the
largest single turf, forage, and alfalfa seed
companies in the country, filed Chapter 11
bankruptcy affecting over 1200 farmer grow-
ers in 39 states. ABT cannot pay growers for
their 1999 produced crop and the growers are
the largest segment of creditors in the bank-
ruptcy. This section directs the Secretary to
create an emergency no-interest loan pro-
gram for those producers involved in the
bankruptcy proceedings. For the producer to
be eligible, the seed producer must have a
claim in the bankruptcy proceeding. The
Managers believe that this situation is
unique as ABT is an organization of numer-
ous small family producers who will be ad-
versely impacted financially by this bank-
ruptcy proceedings.
Sec. 254. Temporary suspension of authority to

combine certain offices
The Managers expect the Secretary to sub-

mit a detailed report regarding the justifica-
tion used to select a state office collocation
site in each of the applicable states. The
manager expects the Secretary to notify all
applicable Agencies that no agency or agen-
cy employee shall take any action to solicit
office space or renovate current leased space
for the purpose of accommodating collocated
agencies or take any other action to collo-
cate state offices from the date of enactment
of this Act through June 1, 2001. The Man-
agers expect those state agencies that are
scheduled for collocation and located in the
same county on the date of enactment to
continue to pursue efforts to collocate. The
Managers expect the report to be inclusive of
all factors used in the selection of the site,
including the methodology used in the site
selection.
Sec. 255. Farm operating loan eligibility

This section affects the Secretary of Agri-
culture’s administration of the loan eligi-
bility limitations of sections 311 and 319 of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act. Current law makes borrowers who
have had a number of direct or guaranteed
operating loans from the Farm Service
Agency (FSA) ineligible for additional sea-
sonal operating loans.

The Managers understand that previous
policy was intent on limiting loans to long-
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time borrowers in an effort to graduate them
to other sources of credit. The intent was to
free up credit resources for beginning, so-
cially-disadvantaged and minority farmers
and ranchers during a period when fewer ap-
propriations were being made for federal
farm loan programs. However, because of the
recent downturn in the farm economy caused
by low prices, the Managers are concerned
that some farmers may be turned away from
the FSA. The only reason that otherwise ef-
ficient farmers cannot get credit from FSA
is because of an arbitrary term limit in the
law. While the Managers believe this change
is needed at this time, the amendment ex-
tends only through December 31, 2002, which
should provide ample time for the Congress
to fully reexamine this matter in the context
of the next farm bill.
Sec. 256. Water systems for rural and Native vil-

lages in Alaska
This section amends section 306D of the

Consolidated Farm and Rural Development
Act by increasing the authorization of appro-
priations from $20,000,000 to $30,000,000 for
water and wastewater systems for rural and
native villages in Alaska. Also authorizes a
transfer of up to two percent of the funds for
training and technical assistance programs
that are related to the operation and man-
agement of the systems.
Sec. 257. Crop and pasture flood compensation

program
Directs the Secretary to compensate pro-

ducers for the loss of cropland or pastureland
due to unusual flooding. This assistance is
targeted to producers who are still experi-
encing flooding, but have not been com-
pensated for loses between time of enact-
ment and the Flood Compensation Program
authorized by the 1998 omnibus appropria-
tions bill, using that program’s framework
and base year. The section sets a specific
framework on the compensation. Acres on
which crops were planted but failed are not
eligible. A payment limitation of $40,000 is
included.

The Managers encourage the Department
to take all necessary administrative actions
to ensure the availability of no less than 4
million acres for partial field conservation
buffer enrollments within the existing Con-
servation Reserve Program. Also, the Com-
mittee encourages the Department to extend
stewardship incentive payments to contour
grass strips and cross wind trap strips, as
well as any additional conservation practices
that may be made eligible for the continuous
sign-up or conservation reserve enhancement
programs.

This section also includes a technical cor-
rection to the fiscal year 2000 agricultural
appropriations act to specifically include
Lake County, Oregon as being eligible for as-
sistance that was made available under that
act. The Managers are aware that producers
in Lake County have faced a similar disas-
trous situation, but were inadvertently left
out of the fiscal year 2000 agriculture appro-
priations section. The Managers are also
aware that, under the fiscal year 2000 agri-
cultural appropriations act, there are still
funds available in this fiscal year to assist
ranchers in Lake County, and this section
provides the necessary authority for the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to move forward with
that assistance. The Managers expect the
Secretary to provide that assistance as soon
as possible.
Sec. 258. Flood mitigation near Pierre, South

Dakota
This section requires the Army Corps of

Engineers to, as soon as practicable after en-
actment, begin acquiring land and property
from willing sellers; relocate individuals lo-
cated on the land, improve infrastructure,

and take other necessary actions with re-
spect to such property.

This section also conditions winter re-
leases of the Oahe Powerplant on the Sec-
retary of the Army completing an amend-
ment to his economic analysis and identi-
fying mitigation benefits with respect to ex-
isting ground water flooding.
Sec. 259. Restoration of eligibility for crop loss

assistance
This section restores the eligibility for in-

dividuals otherwise eligible for disaster as-
sistance under section 1102 of the Agri-
culture, Rural Development, Food and Drug
Administration, and Related Agencies Ap-
propriations Act, 1999 (as contained in sec-
tion 101(a) of division A of Public Law 105–
277; 7 U.S.C. 1421, solely because the indi-
vidual or entity changed the legal structure
of the individual’s or entity’s farming oper-
ation.

Subtitle G—Administration
Sec. 261. Funding

Includes the funding amount for various
sections in the bill.
Sec. 262. Obligation period

Provides that the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration shall obligate and spend the funds
made available under section 261(a)(1) (fund-
ing for school lunch commodities) only dur-
ing fiscal year 2000 and funds made available
to fund other provisions of the bill shall be
obligated and spent only during fiscal year
2001.
Sec. 263. Regulations

Directs the Secretary and the Commodity
Credit Corporation, whichever is appro-
priate, to promulgate regulations to imple-
ment Title II of the legislation without re-
gard to notice and comment rulemaking.

The Managers have provided the Secretary
relief from several statutory provisions re-
lating to the promulgation of regulations
needed to carry out title II. This language is
the same as provisions passed by Congress in
prior legislation for farmers. The Managers
are particularly troubled by the fact that,
even with these waivers, the Department has
been unable to implement programs in a
timely manner in prior years, most notably
the oilseed assistance that was provided by
Congress in October of 1999 but has yet to be
distributed. In order to assist Congress in fu-
ture deliberations the Managers expect the
Inspector General to complete a report for
submission to both Agriculture Committees
with 60 days of enactment of this Act ad-
dressing the reasons for the inability of the
Department to implement programs in a
timely manner.
Sec. 264. Paygo adjustment

Prohibits the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget from making any esti-
mates of changes in direct spending outlays
and receipts in fiscal year 2000 resulting from
enactment of Title II of the legislation.
Sec. 265. Commodity Credit Corporation reim-

bursement
This section specifically directs the Sec-

retary of the Treasury to reimburse the
Commodity Credit Corporation for net real-
ized losses sustained, but not previously re-
imbursed, under this title.
TITLE III—THE BIOMASS RESEARCH AND

DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 2000
The Conference substitute adopts a new

title which authorizes research to promote
the conversion of biomass into biobased in-
dustrial products:
Section 301. Short title

The Biomass Research and Development
Act.
Section 302. Findings

States the need for a focused, integrated
and innovation-driven research effort to de-

velop technologies for the production of
biobased industrial products.
Section 303. Definitions

Defines the terms Advisory Committee,
Biobased Industrial Product, Biomass,
Board, Initiative, Institution of Higher Edu-
cation, National Laboratory, Point of Con-
tact, Processing, and Research and Develop-
ment.
Section 304. Cooperation and coordination in

biomass research and development

Requires that the Secretaries of Agri-
culture and Energy shall cooperate and co-
ordinate policies and procedures that pro-
mote biomass research and development
leading to the production of biobased indus-
trial products. Specifies the purpose and
areas for coordination.
Section 305. Biomass Research and Development

Board

Establishes a board to coordinate pro-
grams, to maximize benefits and to bring co-
herence to strategic planning within and
among departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government to promote the use of
biobased industrial products. The Board
shall be comprised of a minimum of six
members. The Board shall be cochaired by
the points of contact appointed by the Secre-
taries of Agriculture and Energy by and with
the advice and consent of the Senate.
Section 306. Biomass Research and Development

Technical Advisory Committee

Establishes an advisory committee to ad-
vise the Secretaries of Agriculture USDA
and the Department of Energy DOE and the
Biomass Research and Development Board,
to facilitate consultations and partnerships,
and to evaluate and perform strategic plan-
ning for the Biomass Research and Develop-
ment Initiative. The Committee shall be
comprised of a minimum of ten members, all
appointed by the points of contact. The Com-
mittee will meet at least quarterly. Lengths
of terms are specified.
Section 307. Biomass Research and Development

Initiative

Provides that the Secretaries of Agri-
culture and Energy, in consultation with the
Board, shall establish a Biomass Research
and Development Initiative under which
competitively awarded grants, contracts and
financial assistance are provided to, or en-
tered into, with eligible entities to carry out
research and development of low cost and
sustainable biobased industrial products.
Provides that funds appropriated for biomass
research and development under the general
authority of the Secretary of Energy to con-
duct research and development programs
may be used to carry out this title. Also au-
thorizes $ 49,000,000 within USDA for each of
fiscal years 2000 through 2005 to carry out
this title.
Section 308. Administrative support and funds

Provides the Secretaries of Agriculture
and Energy, and other agencies, the author-
ity to give administrative support and funds
to the Board and Advisory Committee if
needed.
Section 309. Reports

Requires that an initial report be jointly
submitted by the Secretaries of Agriculture
and Energy within 180 days of enactment of
the Act and that an annual report be sub-
mitted to Congress for each fiscal year for
which funds are made available.
Section 310. Termination of authority

Authority granted by this title shall ter-
minate on December 31, 2005.

TITLE IV—PLANT PROTECTION
The Conference substitute adopts a new

provision which consolidates and enhances
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the authority of the Secretary to regulate in
interstate and foreign commerce, the move-
ment of any plant, plant product, biological
control organism, or noxious weed if the Sec-
retary determines the action is necessary to
prevent the introduction or dissemination of
a plant pest or noxious weed:
Sec. 401. Short title and table of contents

The short title of this Act is the ‘‘Plant
Protection Act.’’ This section also contains
the table of contents for the Act.
Sec. 402. Findings
Sec. 403. Definitions

Sections 3(1), (3)–(8), (11), (17), and (19) are
all new definitions, but are commonly ac-
cepted definitions for the words, ‘‘article,’’
‘‘enter and entry,’’ ‘‘export and expor-
tation,’’ ‘‘import and importation,’’ ‘‘inter-
state,’’ ‘‘interstate commerce,’’ ‘‘means of
conveyance,’’ ‘‘permit,’’ ‘‘State,’’ and ‘‘this
Act.’’

Sec. 403(2) is new. Defining biological con-
trol organisms separately makes our author-
ity over these organisms explicit when they
present a potential plant pest risk.

Sec. 403(9), (12), (13), (15), (16), and (20),
‘‘move and related terms,’’ ‘‘person,’’
‘‘plant,’’ ‘‘plant product,’’ ‘‘Secretary,’’ and
‘‘United States’’ have all been derived from
existing law with little or no modification.

Sec. 403(10), ‘‘noxious weed,’’ has been ex-
panded from existing law.

Sec. 403(14), ‘‘plant pest,’’ has been ex-
panded to include all vertebrate and inverte-
brate animals, except humans.

Sec. 403(18), ‘‘systems approach,’’ is new.
Subtitle A—Plant Protection

Sec. 411. Regulation of movement of plant pests
Prohibits the importation, entry, expor-

tation, or movement in interstate com-
merce, mailing, or delivery (from any post
office or by any mail carrier) of any plant
pest unless the movement is in accordance
with regulations issued by the Secretary. All
processes used to develop such regulations
will be transparent and accessible and the
regulations will be based on sound science.
This provision does not authorize the open-
ing of any mail unless such action is author-
ized under postal laws. This section would
authorize the Secretary to issue regulations
that allow the movement of a plant pest in
interstate commerce without restriction.
Also provides for a petition process to add or
remove plant pests from regulation.
Sec. 412. Restrictions on movement

Authorizes the Secretary to prohibit or re-
strict the importation, entry, exportation, or
movement in interstate commerce of any
plant, plant product, biological control orga-
nism, noxious weed, article, or mean of con-
veyance if the Secretary determines the ac-
tion is necessary to prevent the introduction
or dissemination of a plant pest or noxious
weed. Within 1 year after the Act is enacted,
the Secretary shall publish for public com-
ment a notice describing the processes gov-
erning such import requests. Requires the
Secretary to conduct a study of the effec-
tiveness of using systems approaches to
guard against the introduction into the
United States of plant pathogens associated
with proposals for imported plants or plant
products. Not later than 2 years after the
Act is enacted, the Secretary shall report to
Congress on the results of this study. Au-
thorizes the Secretary to determine by regu-
lation those noxious weeds and biological
control organisms that may or may not free-
ly move within interstate commerce. A per-
son may petition the Secretary to add or re-
move individual plant species or biological
control organisms from such regulations.
Sec. 413. Notification and holding requirements

upon arrival
Requires the Secretary of Treasury to no-

tify promptly the Secretary of Agriculture of

the arrival of plants, plant products, biologi-
cal control organisms, plant pests, or nox-
ious weeds at the port of entry. It also re-
quires the Secretary of Treasury to hold the
articles until the Secretary of Agriculture
has inspected or otherwise released them.

Further, section 413 requires persons re-
sponsible for articles for which a permit
under sections 411 or 412 to notify the Sec-
retary of Agriculture or appropriate official
in the State of destination of relevant infor-
mation concerning the shipment before mov-
ing it from the port of entry. Finally, section
413 prohibits the movement of any imported
plant, plant product, biological control orga-
nism, plant pest, noxious weed, article, or
means of conveyance from the port of entry
or interstate unless it has been inspected or
otherwise released by the Secretary of Agri-
culture.
Sec. 414. Remedial measures

Section 414 authorizes the Secretary to
hold, seize, quarantine, treat, apply other re-
medial measures to, destroy, or dispose of
any plant; plant pest; noxious weed; biologi-
cal control organism; plant product; article;
or means of conveyance; and progeny of any
plant product, plant pest, biological control
organisms, or noxious weed in interstate or
foreign commerce under various cir-
cumstances in order to prevent the dissemi-
nation of any plant pest or noxious weed new
to or not known to be widely prevalent or
distributed in the United States. Authorizes
the Secretary to order an owner (including
the owner’s agent) of any item subject to ac-
tion under subsection (a) to treat, apply
other remedial measures, to destroy, or oth-
erwise dispose of such item without cost to
the Federal Government in a manner the
Secretary deems appropriate. If the owner
fails to take action as ordered, the Secretary
may take the action and recover the costs of
the actions from the owner or his agent. The
Secretary is authorized to develop a classi-
fication system and integrated management
plan regarding noxious weeds. Requires the
Secretary to take the least drastic action to
prevent the dissemination of a plant pest or
noxious weed.
Sec. 415. Declaration of extraordinary emer-

gency
Authorizes the Secretary to declare an ex-

traordinary emergency in certain situations.
Once an extraordinary emergency is de-
clared, the Secretary can take actions to
prohibit or restrict movement or require
that other actions be taken concerning regu-
lated items regardless of whether the items
are moving in interstate commerce. Action
can be taken only if the Secretary finds that
the actions taken by the State are not ade-
quate and the Secretary publishes those find-
ings in the Federal Register. Actions the
Secretary takes must also be the least dras-
tic actions that are feasible to deal with the
plant pest or noxious weed problem. Finally,
the Secretary is authorized to pay compensa-
tion for economic losses.
Sec. 416. Recovery of compensation for unau-

thorized activities
Authorizes the owners of plants, biological

control organisms, plant products, plant
pests, noxious weeds, articles, or means of
conveyance destroyed or disposed of under
section 414 or 415 to bring an action not later
than 1 year after the destruction or disposal
in U.S. district court and for the owner to re-
cover just compensation for an unauthorized
destruction or disposal of such property.
Sec. 417. Control of grasshoppers and mormon

crickets
Subject to the availability of funding, the

Secretary shall carry out control programs
for grasshoppers and Mormon crickets on
Federal, State, and private lands to protect

rangeland. Authorizes the pooling of funds
between the Department of Agriculture and
the Department of the Interior to conduct
such programs on Federal lands controlled
by the Department of the Interior. This sec-
tion also provides the formula for the Fed-
eral cost share for treatment programs.
Sec. 418. Certification for exports

Authorizes the Secretary to certify for ex-
port plants, plant products, and biological
control organisms as to freedom from plant
pests or noxious weeds or exposure to plant
pests or noxious weeds according to
phytosanitary or other requirements of the
exporting country.

Subtitle B—Inspection and Enforcement
Sec. 421. Inspections, seizures, warrants

Authorizes warrantless inspections based
on guidelines approved by the Attorney Gen-
eral: (1) of persons or means of conveyance
moving into the United States to determine
whether they are carrying any regulated ma-
terial; (2) of persons or means of conveyance
moving interstate upon probable cause to be-
lieve that they are carrying regulated mate-
rial; and (3) of any person or means of con-
veyance moving intrastate under extraor-
dinary emergency conditions (see section
415) upon probable cause to believe that they
are carrying regulated material. The Sec-
retary is also authorized to enter premises
with a warrant issued by a Federal judge to
make inspections and seizures necessary
under the Act.
Sec. 422. Collection of information

Authorizes the Secretary to gather and
compile information and to conduct inves-
tigations necessary for the administration
and enforcement of the Act.
Sec. 423. Subpoena authority

Authorizes the Secretary to require the at-
tendance of witnesses and production of doc-
umentary evidence through the use of sub-
poenas to aid in investigations and pro-
ceedings. This provision also authorizes the
Secretary to request the Attorney General
to take actions to enforce such subpoenas.
Sec. 424. Penalties for violation

Allows for criminal penalties as provided
under Title 18 of the U.S. Code for knowing
violations of the Act or any misuse of a per-
mit, certificate, or other document. It also
provides for civil penalties for violations of
the Act, including forging, counterfeiting,
using in an unauthorized manner, altering,
defacing, or destroying any certificate, per-
mit, or document provided for under the Act
not to exceed the greater of: (1) $50,000 for an
individual, $250,000 for any other violation by
a person, and $500,000 for all violations adju-
dicated in the same proceeding, or (2) twice
the gross gain or gross loss associated with
the violation. The penalty has been in-
creased from $1,000 per violation. Finally,
section 204 authorizes the issuance of a no-
tice of warning in lieu of criminal prosecu-
tion.
Sec. 425. Attorney General enforcement actions

Authorizes the Attorney General to pros-
ecute criminal violations of the Act; bring
an action to enjoin violation of or compel
compliance with the Act; or bring an action
for recovery of reimbursable funds, civil pen-
alties, late payment penalties, or interest
that has not been paid.
Sec. 426. Court jurisdiction

Delineates the jurisdiction of courts in
most cases arising under the Act.

Subtitle C—Miscellaneous Provisions
Sec. 431. Cooperation

Authorizes the Secretary to cooperate with
other Federal agencies, States or their polit-
ical subdivisions, foreign governments or
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their political subdivisions, domestic or
international organizations or associations,
or other persons to carry out the Act. Sec-
tion 301 authorizes the Secretary to transfer
biological control technology to States, Fed-
eral agencies, or other persons for use in con-
trol of plant pests or noxious weeds. Section
301 also authorizes cooperation with States
and other persons in the administration of
programs for the improvement of plants,
plant products, and biological control orga-
nisms. Finally, Section 431 authorizes the
Secretary to ensure that all phytosanitary
import/export issues are addressed based on
sound science and consistent with applicable
international agreements.
Sec. 432. Buildings, land, people, claims, and

agreements
Authorizes the Secretary to acquire and

maintain real or personal property for spe-
cial purposes; to enter into contracts, coop-
erative agreements, memoranda of under-
standing, and other agreements; to employ
any person; or to make grants necessary for
carrying out this Act. Section 432 also au-
thorizes the payment of tort claims when the
claims arise outside the United States in
connection with activities authorized by this
Act. Claims must be presented in writing
within 2 years after the claim accrues.
Sec. 433. Reimbursable agreements

Authorizes the Secretary to enter into re-
imbursable fee agreements for preclearance
at locations outside the United States for
plants, plant products, biological control or-
ganisms, and articles. Funds collected are
credited to accounts established by the Sec-
retary and remain available until expended.
Section 433 also authorizes the Secretary to
pay employees performing inspection, quar-
antine, or other services relating to imports
and exports for all overtime, night, or holi-
day work and to require the person for whom
the service is performed to reimburse the
Secretary for the services.
Sec. 434. Regulations and orders

Authorizes the Secretary to issue orders
and regulations necessary to carry out this
Act.

Sec. 435. Protection for mail handlers
This Act shall not apply to any employee

of the United States in the performance of
the duties of the employee in handling the
mail.
Sec. 436. Preemption

Provides that no State or political subdivi-
sion may take an action to regulate in for-
eign commerce any article or means of con-
veyance, plant, biological control organism,
plant pest, noxious weed, or plant product in
order to control or eradicate a plant pest or
noxious weed, or prevent the introduction or
dissemination of a biological control orga-
nism, plant pest, or noxious weed.

Similarly, no State or political subdivision
may take an action to regulate interstate
commerce different from Federal regulations
in any of the delineated items; control a
plant pest or noxious weed; eradicate a plant
pest or noxious weed; or prevent the intro-
duction or dissemination of a biological con-
trol organism, plant pest, or noxious weed if
the Secretary has issued a regulation or
order to prevent the dissemination of the bi-
ological control organism, plant pest, or nox-
ious weed. However, if State or local officials
can demonstrate a special local cir-
cumstance, they can petition the Secretary
to allow for the imposition of additional pro-
hibitions or restrictions by the State or local
government.
Sec. 437. Severability

Contains standard severability language.
Sec. 438. Repeals

Enumerates the list of laws being repealed
and replaced by this Act.

Subtitle D—Authorizations of
Appropriations

Sec. 441. Authorization of appropriations

Authorizes the appropriation of such
amounts necessary to carry out this Act. Un-
less specifically authorized, no part of appro-
priated funds shall be used for indemnifica-
tion purposes.

Sec. 442. Transfer authority

Authorizes the Secretary to transfer funds
without fiscal year limitation from any
agency or corporation of the Department to
arrest, control, eradicate, and/or prevent the
spread of a plant pest or noxious weed in
connection with a threatening agricultural
emergency.

Title V—Inspection Animals

Sec. 501. Inspection animal civil penalties

Provides for civil penalties of up to $10,000
for causing harm to or interfering with a De-
partment of Agriculture inspection animal.

Sec. 502. Inspection animal subpoena authority

Authorizes the Secretary to require the at-
tendance of witnesses and production of doc-
umentary evidence through the use of sub-
poenas to aid in investigations and pro-
ceedings. This provision also authorizes the
Secretary to request the Attorney General
to take actions to enforce such subpoenas.

LARRY COMBEST,
BILL BARRETT,
JOHN BOEHNER,
THOMAS W. EWING,
RICHARD POMBO,
CHARLIE STENHOLM,
GARY CONDIT,
COLLIN C. PETERSON,
CAL DOOLEY,

Managers on the Part of the House.

RICHARD G. LUGAR,
JESSE HELMS,
THAD COCHRAN,
PAUL COVERDELL,
PAT ROBERTS,
TOM HARKIN,
PATRICK LEAHY,
KENT CONRAD,
BOB KERREY,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.

f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess subject to
the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 42
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
f

b 0032

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTINGS of Washington)
at 12 o’clock and 32 minutes a.m.
f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 2559,
AGRICULTURE RISK PROTECTION
ACT OF 1999

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–640) on the resolution (H.
Res. 512) waiving points of order
against the conference report to ac-
company the bill (H.R. 2559) to amend

the Federal Crop Insurance Act to
strengthen the safety net for agricul-
tural producers by providing greater
access to more affordable risk manage-
ment tools and improved protection
from production and income loss, to
improve the efficiency and integrity of
the Federal crop insurance program,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.
f

REPORT ON H.R. 4461, PROVIDING
FOR CONSIDERATION OF H.R.
4461, AGRICULTURE, RURAL DE-
VELOPMENT, FOOD AND DRUG
ADMINISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001
Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee

on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 106–641) providing for consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 4461) making
appropriations for Agriculture, Rural
Development, Food and Drug Adminis-
tration, and Related Agencies pro-
grams for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the Union Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.
f

HOUSE PASSED PERMANENT NOR-
MAL TRADE RELATIONS FOR
CHINA
(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today
has been a glorious day for the United
States House of Representatives. This
body, actually yesterday, debated one
of the most outstanding trade packages
that will take place perhaps in my ten-
ure in the House of Representatives,
and I am pleased to report to those lis-
teners that might be hearing us to-
night that the House of Representa-
tives earlier today passed what is
known as the permanent normal trade
relations with China. It was a stunning
victory for people who choose to have
free and fair trade around this globe.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCNULTY) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Ms. BROWN of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon, for 5 minutes,
today.

Ms. STABENOW, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. BUYER) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. REGULA, for 5 minutes, May 25.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. GANSKE) to revise and ex-
tend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)
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Mr. KASICH, for 5 minutes, today.

f

SENATE CONCURRENT
RESOLUTION REFERRED

A concurrent resolution of the Sen-
ate of the following title was taken
from the Speaker’s table and, under
the rule, referred as follows:

S. Con. Res. 116. Concurrent resolution
commending Israel’s redeployment from
southern Lebanon; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House

of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 371. An act to facilitate the natu-
ralization of aliens who served with special
guerrilla units or irregular forces in Laos.

f

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing dates present to the President,
for his approval, bills of the House of
the following title:

On Tuesday, May 23, 2000:
H.R. 154. To allow the Secretary of the In-

terior and the Secretary of Agriculture to es-
tablish a fee system for commercial filming
activities on Federal land, and for other pur-
poses.

H.R. 834. To extend the authorization for
the Historic Preservation Fund and the Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 1832. To reform unfair and anti-
competitive practices in the professional
boxing industry.

On Wednesday, May 24, 2000:
H.R. 371. To facilitate the naturalization of

aliens who served with special guerrilla units
or irregular forces in Laos.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 34 minutes
a.m.), the House adjourned until today,
Thursday, May 25, 2000, at 10 a.m.

h
EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the fourth quarter
of 1999 and first quarter of 2000, by Committees of the U.S. House of Representatives, as well as a consolidated report of
foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for speaker-authorized official travel during second and fourth quarters of 1999,
and first quarter of 2000, pursuant to Public Law 95–384, and for miscellaneous groups in connection with official foreign
travel during the first quarter of 2000 are as follows:

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Eliot Engel ....................................................... 11/20 11/22 Ukraine ................................................. .................... 436.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 436.00
11/22 11/23 Belgium ................................................ .................... 263.00 .................... 887.41 .................... .................... .................... 1,150.41

Catherine VanWay ................................................... 10/30 11/5 Germany ................................................ .................... 1,458.00 .................... 1,999.01 .................... .................... .................... 3,457.01

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 2,157.00 .................... 2,886.42 .................... .................... .................... 5,043.42

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

TOM BLILEY, Chairman, Apr. 10, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Visit to France; Nov. 1–3, 1999:
Hon. Curt Weldon ........................................... 11/1 11/3 Germany ................................................ .................... 294.00 1,143.22 .................... .................... 50.43 .................... 1,487.65

Visit to Panama, Nov. 14–16, 1999:
Hon. Walter B. Jones ...................................... 11/14 11/16 Panama ................................................ .................... 348.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 348.00
Mr. Christian P. Zur ....................................... 11/14 11/16 Panama ................................................ .................... 348.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 348.00

Travel to Moldova, Russia, and Norway, Nov. 20–
25, 1999:

Hon. Curt Weldon ........................................... 11/20 11/21 Moldova ................................................ .................... 225.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 225.00
11/21 11/24 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,143.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
11/24 11/25 Norway .................................................. .................... 276.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 276.00

Hon. Jim Saxton .............................................. 11/20 11/21 Moldova ................................................ .................... 225.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 225.00
11/21 11/24 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,143.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
11/24 11/25 Norway .................................................. .................... 276.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 276.00

Hon. Roscoe G. Bartlett .................................. 11/20 11/21 Moldova ................................................ .................... 225.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 225.00
11/21 11/24 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,143.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
11/24 11/25 Norway .................................................. .................... 276.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 276.00

Mr. David J. Trachtenberg .............................. 11/20 11/21 Moldova ................................................ .................... 225.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 225.00
11/21 11/24 Russia ................................................... .................... 1,143.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... 1,486.27 .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,486.27
Visit to Germany, Hungary, Italy and Ireland, Nov.

22–30, 1999:
Hon. Ike Skelton ............................................. 11/22 11/25 Germany ................................................ .................... 317.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 317.00

11/25 11/27 Hungary ................................................ .................... 502.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 502.00
11/27 11/29 Italy ....................................................... .................... 586.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 586.00
11/29 11/20 Ireland .................................................. .................... 195.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 195.00

Mr. Michael R. Higgins .................................. 11/22 11/25 Germany ................................................ .................... 317.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 317.00
11/25 11/27 Hungary ................................................ .................... 502.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 502.00
11/27 11/29 Italy ....................................................... .................... 586.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 586.00
11/29 11/20 Ireland .................................................. .................... 195.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 195.00

Visit to Curacao, Aruba, Ecuador and Panama,
Dec. 2–10, 1999:

Hon. Floyd D. Spence ..................................... 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Hon Solomon P. Ortiz ..................................... 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Hon. Tillie K. Fowler ....................................... 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00
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Continued

Name of Member or employee
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Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total
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Hon. Owen B. Pickett ..................................... 12/3 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 850.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 850.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Hon. Lindsey Graham ..................................... 12/3 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 230.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 230.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/9 Panama ................................................ .................... 224.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 224.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,662.45 .................... .................... .................... 1,662.45
Hon. Silvestre Reyes ....................................... 12/3 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 850.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 850.00

12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 562.00 .................... .................... .................... 562.00
Dr. Andrew K. Ellis ......................................... 12/2 12/4 Curaco .................................................. .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00

12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 761.25 .................... .................... .................... 761.25

Mr. Peter M. Steffes ....................................... 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Mrs. Maureen P. Cragin ................................. 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00
12/6 12/8 Ecaudor ................................................. .................... 385.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 385.00
12/8 12/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 448.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 448.00

Visit to Colombia and Venezuela, Dec. 3–7, 1999:
Hon. Steve Buyer ............................................ 12/3 12/6 Colombia ............................................... .................... 709.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 709.00

12/6 12/7 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 334.50 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 334.50
Mr. Christian P. Zur ....................................... 12/3 12/6 Colombia ............................................... .................... 709.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 709.00

12/6 12/7 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 334.50 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 334.50
Visit to Luxembourg, Dec. 11–14, 1999:

Hon. Ike Skelton ............................................. 12/11 12/14 Luxembourg .......................................... .................... 100.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 100.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,306.48 .................... .................... .................... 5,306.48

Visit to Japan and Korea, Dec. 17–23, 1999:
Hon. Ellen O. Tauscher ................................... 12/17 12/19 Japan .................................................... .................... 674.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 674.00

12/19 12/23 Korea ..................................................... .................... 1,048.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,048.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,114.24 .................... .................... .................... 5,114.24

Hon. Silvestre Reyes ....................................... 12/19 12/23 Korea ..................................................... .................... 1,048.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,048.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,641.24 .................... .................... .................... 5,641.24

Mr. William Natter .......................................... 12/17 12/19 Japan .................................................... .................... 674.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 674.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,850.37 .................... .................... .................... 5,850.37

Visit to Germany, Dec. 14–17, 1999:
Hon. John M. McHugh .................................... 12/14 12/17 Germany ................................................ .................... 700.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 700.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,188.32 .................... .................... .................... 5,188.32

Committee total ..................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 33,094.00 .................... 32,716.04 .................... 50.43 .................... 65,860.47

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

FLOYD SPENCE, Chairman, Jan. 31, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2000
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Travel to Australia and Singapore, Jan. 9–14,
2000:

Hon. Ike Skelton ............................................. 1/9 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... 774.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 774.00
1/12 1/14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 498.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 498.00

Hon. Neil Abercrombie .................................... 1/9 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... 774.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 774.00
1/12 1/14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 498.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 498.00

Hon. Robert A. Underwood ............................. 1/9 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... 774.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 774.00
1/12 1/14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 498.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 498.00

Hon. Silvestre Reyes ....................................... 1/9 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... 774.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 774.00
1/12 1/14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 498.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 498.00

Hon. John J. Pollard ........................................ 1/9 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... 774.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 774.00
1/12 1/14 Singapore .............................................. .................... 498.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 498.00

Travek to Ecuador, Jan. 5–7, 2000:
Christian P. Zur .............................................. 1/5 1/7 Ecuador ................................................. .................... 324.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 324.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,815.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,815.80
George O. Withers ........................................... 1/5 1/7 Ecuador ................................................. .................... 324.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 324.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,815.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,815.80
Travel to Colombia, Peru, Chile, Argentina, Para-

guay and Brazil, Jan. 7–21, 2000:
Hon. Floyd D. Spence ..................................... 1/7 1/10 Colombia ............................................... .................... 785.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 785.00

1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00
1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
1/14 1/17 Argentina .............................................. .................... 1,466.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,466.00
1/17 1/19 Paraguay ............................................... .................... 185.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 185.00
1/19 1/21 Brazil .................................................... .................... 643.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 643.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 220.60 .................... .................... .................... 220.60
Hon. Solomon P. Ortiz .................................... 1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00

1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
1/14 1/16 Argentina .............................................. .................... 902.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 902.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,045.00 .................... .................... .................... 2,045.00
Hon. Tillie K. Fowler ....................................... 1/7 1/10 Colombia ............................................... .................... 785.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 785.00

1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00
1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
1/14 1/17 Argentina .............................................. .................... 1,466.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,466.00
1/17 1/19 paraguay ............................................... .................... 185.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 185.00
1/19 1/21 Brazil .................................................... .................... 643.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 643.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 220.60 .................... .................... .................... 220.60
Hon. Owen Pickett .......................................... 1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00

1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
1/14 1/16 Argentina .............................................. .................... 902.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 902.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,045.00 .................... .................... .................... 2,045.00
Robert S. Rangel ............................................ 1/7 1/10 Colombia ............................................... .................... 785.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 785.00

1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00
1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
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1/14 1/17 Argentina .............................................. .................... 1,466.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,466.00
1/17 1/19 Paraguay ............................................... .................... 185.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 185.00
1/19 1/21 Brazil .................................................... .................... 643.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 643.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 220.60 .................... .................... .................... 220.60
Peter M. Steffes .............................................. 1/7 1/10 Colombia ............................................... .................... 785.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 785.00

1/10 1/12 Peru ...................................................... .................... 526.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 526.00
1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... 540.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 540.00
1/14 1/17 Argentina .............................................. .................... 1,466.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,466.00
1/17 1/19 Paraguay ............................................... .................... 185.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 185.00
1/19 1/21 Brazil .................................................... .................... 643.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 643.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 220.60 .................... .................... .................... 220.60
Delegation expenses ....................................... 1/12 1/14 Chile ..................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,186.91 .................... 2,550.25 .................... 3,737.16

1/19 1/21 Brazil .................................................... .................... .................... .................... 403.00 .................... 1,109.00 .................... 1,512.00
Travel to Germany, Bosnia, and Kosovo, Jan. 10–

14, 2000:
Hon. Gene Taylor ............................................ 1/10 1/11 Germany ................................................ .................... 242.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 242.00

1/11 1/12 Bosnia ................................................... .................... 75.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 75.00
1/12 1/13 Kosovo ................................................... .................... 75.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 75.00
1/13 1/14 Germany ................................................ .................... 242.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 242.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,259.56 .................... .................... .................... 5,259.56
Travel to United Kingdom, Jan. 18–20, 2000:

Hon. Curt Weldon ........................................... 1/18 1/20 United Kingdom .................................... .................... 973.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 973.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4,797.92 .................... .................... .................... 4,797.92

Stephen P. Ansley ........................................... 1/18 1/20 United Kingdom .................................... .................... 973.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 973.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,209.62 .................... .................... .................... 5,209.62

Robert W. Lautrup .......................................... 1/18 1/20 United Kingdom .................................... .................... 973.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 973.00
Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,209.62 .................... .................... .................... 5,209.62

Travel to Ecuador and Colombia, Feb. 20–26,
2000:

Hon. Gene Taylor ............................................ 2/20 2/24 Ecuador ................................................. .................... 973.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 973.00
2/24 2/26 Colombia ............................................... .................... 486.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 486.00

Commercial airfare .................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,900.49 .................... .................... .................... 1,900.49

Committee total ..................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 32,536.00 .................... 32,571.12 .................... 3,659.25 .................... 68,766.37

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

FLOYD SPENCE, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2000
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Hon. Mark Souder .................................................... 1/16 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 525.40 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/18 1/19 Columbia .............................................. .................... 193.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/19 1/20 Guatemala ............................................ .................... 140.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/20 1/22 Mexico ................................................... .................... 442.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Hon. John Mica ........................................................ 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Hon. Bernard Sanders ............................................. 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Hon. Constance Morella .......................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Thomas Costa .......................................................... 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 269.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Kevin Long ............................................................... 3/30 4/3 Columbia .............................................. .................... 972.00 .................... 1,827.80 .................... .................... .................... ....................
David Rapallo .......................................................... 3/30 4/3 Columbia .............................................. .................... 972.00 .................... 1,827.80 .................... .................... .................... ....................

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 11,613.40 .................... 3,655.60 .................... .................... .................... 15,269.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

DAN BURTON, Chairman, Apr. 30, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1 AND DEC. 31, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Glenn Schmitt .......................................................... 12/8 12/12 Bahamas .............................................. .................... 963.00 .................... 432.45 .................... .................... .................... 1,395.45
Carl Thorsen ............................................................ 12/8 12/12 Bahamas .............................................. .................... 1,096.00 .................... 432.45 .................... .................... .................... 1,528.45

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 2,059.00 .................... 864.90 .................... .................... .................... 2,923.90

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.

HENRY HYDE, Chairman, Feb. 17, 2000.
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3808 May 24, 2000
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2000

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Asa Hutchinson ............................................... 1/9 1/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 224.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 224.00
1/10 1/12 Mexico ................................................... .................... 494.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 494.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,242.08 .................... .................... .................... 1,242.00
Daniel Bryant ........................................................... 1/9 1/10 Panama ................................................ .................... 224.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 224.00

1/10 1/12 Mexico ................................................... .................... 494.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 494.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,232.78 .................... .................... .................... 1,232.78

Glenn Schmitt .......................................................... 1/16 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 757.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 757.00
1/19 1/22 Peru ...................................................... .................... 679.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 679.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 661.80 .................... .................... .................... 661.80
Carl Thorsen ............................................................ 1/16 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 757.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 757.00

1/19 1/23 Peru ...................................................... .................... 679.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 679.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 764.36 .................... .................... .................... 764.36

Stephen Pinkos ........................................................ 1/16 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 757.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 757.00
1/19 1/23 Peru ...................................................... .................... 679.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 679.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 661.80 .................... .................... .................... 661.80
Bobby Vassar ........................................................... 1/16 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 757.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 757.00

1/19 1/22 Peru ...................................................... .................... 679.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 679.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 661.80 .................... .................... .................... 661.80

Hon. John Conyers, Jr .............................................. 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 369.00
Hon. William D. Delahunt ........................................ 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 369.00
Anthony Foxx ............................................................ 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 369.00
Cynthia Martin ......................................................... 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 369.00
Hon. Bob Goodlatte ................................................. 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00

2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Hon. Charles T. Canady .......................................... 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Hon. Rick Boucher ................................................... 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Jon Dudas ................................................................ 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Debra Laman ........................................................... 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Robert Jones ............................................................ 2/19 2/22 England ................................................ .................... 1,143.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,143.00
2/22 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
2/24 2/27 Germany ................................................ .................... 779.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 779.00

Delegation expenses ................................................ 2/22 2/24 Switzerland ........................................... .................... .................... .................... 3,010.68 .................... 1,237.35 .................... 4,248.03

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 23,884.00 .................... 8,235.30 .................... 1,237.35 .................... 33,356.65

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Miliary air transportation.

HENRY HYDE, Chairman, May 5, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN OCT. 1
AND DEC. 31, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Bob Clement ................................................... 12/2 12/4 Curacao ................................................ .................... 460.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 460.00
12/4 12/6 Aruba .................................................... .................... 585.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 585.00

............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................

............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4 478.00 .................... .................... .................... 478.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 1,045.00 .................... 478.00 .................... .................... .................... 1,523.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Commercial transportation from Aruba to Washington, DC.

BUD SHUSTER, Chairman, July 11, 1999.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO CANADA, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 20 AND MAY 24, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Mark Souder .................................................... 5/20 5/24 Canada ................................................. .................... 553.85 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 553.85

Committee total ....................................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 553.85 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 553.85

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

MARK SOUDER, Chairman, Mar. 23, 2000.
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3809May 24, 2000
REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO CANADA, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 21 AND MAY 23, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. William D. Delahunt ........................................ 5/21 5/23 Canada ................................................. .................... 570.00 .................... 3 961.12 .................... .................... .................... 570.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 570.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 570.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 This amount was for a commercial airline ticket to Quebec, and was paid for by U.S./Canada Interparliamentary Delegation official funds; therefore, it was reported on the 1999 U.S./Canada Interparliamentary Delegation annual report

to the Clerk of the House (included in ‘‘representational’’).
WILLIAM DELAHUNT, Chairman, Mar. 23, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, TRAVEL TO CANADA, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAY 20 AND MAY 24, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Jack Metcalf .................................................... 5/20 5/24 Canada ................................................. .................... 300.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 300.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 300.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 300.00

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.

JACK METCALF, Chairman, Mar. 23, 2000.

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO JAPAN, AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED
BETWEEN NOV. 27 AND DEC. 7, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Hastert ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Boehlert ........................................................... 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Pryce ................................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Largent ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Coburn ............................................................. 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Wamp .............................................................. 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Doyle ................................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Sanford ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Stupak ............................................................. 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Cramer ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Blunt ............................................................... 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Isakson ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Scott Palmer ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
John Feehery ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
David Hobbs ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Bill Inglee ................................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Sam Lancaster ........................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Martha Morrison ...................................................... 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Shanti Ochs ............................................................. 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Chris Scheve ............................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Dwight Comedy ........................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Bill Livingood ........................................................... 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Dr. John Eisold ........................................................ 11/28 11/30 Japan .................................................... .................... 333.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Hon. Hastert ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Boehlert ........................................................... 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Pryce ................................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Largent ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... 3 461.20 .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Coburn ............................................................. 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... 3 461.20 .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Wamp .............................................................. 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... 3 461.20 .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Doyle ................................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... 3 461.20 .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Sanford ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Stupak ............................................................. 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... 3 461.20 .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Cramer ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Blunt ............................................................... 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Isakson ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Scott Palmer ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
John Feehery ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
David Hobbs ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Bill Inglec ................................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Sam Lancaster ........................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Martha Morrison ...................................................... 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Shanti Ochs ............................................................. 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Chris Scheve ............................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Dwight Comedy ........................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Bill Livingood ........................................................... 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Dr. John Eisold ........................................................ 11/30 12/4 Australia ............................................... .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00
Hon. Hastert ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Boehlert ........................................................... 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Pryce ................................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Largent ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Coburn ............................................................. 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Wamp .............................................................. 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Doyle ................................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Sanford ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Stupak ............................................................. 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... 4 2,933.25 .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Cramer ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Blunt ............................................................... 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Hon. Isakson ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Scott Palmer ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
John Feehery ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
David Hobbs ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Bill Inglee ................................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Sam Lancaster ........................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Martha Morrison ...................................................... 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Shanti Ochs ............................................................. 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Chris Scheve ............................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00

VerDate 25-MAY-2000 09:26 May 25, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00159 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 8634 E:\CR\FM\A24MY7.161 pfrm02 PsN: H24PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH3810 May 24, 2000
AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO JAPAN, AUSTRALIA AND NEW ZEALAND, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED

BETWEEN NOV. 27 AND DEC. 7, 1999—Continued

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Dwight Comedy ........................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Bill Livingood ........................................................... 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00
Dr. John Eisold ........................................................ 12/4 12/7 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 826.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 826.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 49,473 .................... 3 5,239.25 .................... .................... .................... 54,712.25

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Airfare from Darwin to Sydney.
4 Flight back to U.S. on Dec. 5, 1999.

J. DENNIS HASTERT, Jan. 20, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, HOUSE DELEGATION TO BOSNIA, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN MAR. 6 AND MAR. 7, 1999

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

John M. McHugh, M.C ............................................. 3/6 3/7 Bosnia ................................................... .................... .................... .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
Cary R. Brick ........................................................... 3/6 3/7 Bosnia ................................................... .................... .................... .................... (4) .................... .................... .................... ....................

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Unknown.

JOHN M. McHUGH, Chairman, Mar. 10, 2000.

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, NATO PARLIAMENTARY ASSEMBLY TO BELGIUM, FRANCE, ITALY AND SPAIN, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED
BETWEEN FEB. 19 AND FEB. 27, 2000

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Hon. Doug Bereuter ................................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Tom Bliley ....................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon Herb Bateman .................................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Paul Gillmor .................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Porter Goss ...................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Michael Bilirakis ............................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Joel Hefley ....................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Scott McInnis .................................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Robert Borski .................................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. John Tanner ..................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/26 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Hon. Owen Pickett ................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... 2,408.97 .................... .................... .................... 3,946.97

Hon. Nick Lampson ................................................. 2/20 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 510.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... 944.20 .................... .................... .................... 2,494.20

Susan Olson ............................................................ 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Josephine Weber ...................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

John Herzberg .......................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Jason Gross ............................................................. 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 742.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 596.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 344.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 1,792.00
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BETWEEN FEB. 19 AND FEB. 27, 2000—Continued

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Roberta Evans ......................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Ronald Lasch ........................................................... 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Linda Pedigo ............................................................ 2/19 2/22 Belgium ................................................ .................... 892.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/22 2/24 France ................................................... .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/24 2/26 Italy ....................................................... .................... 394.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
2/16 2/27 Spain .................................................... .................... 110.00 .................... (3) .................... .................... .................... 2,042.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 37,552.00 .................... 3,353.17 .................... .................... .................... 40,905.17

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Military air transportation.
4 Military air transportation plus.

DOUG BEREUTER, Chairman, May 9, 2000.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

7807. A letter from the Acting Executive
Director, Commodity Futures Trading Com-
mission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—Commodity Pool Operators; Ex-
clusion for Certain Otherwise Regulated Per-
sons from the Definition of the Term ‘‘Com-
modity Pool Operator’’ (RIN: 3038–AB34) re-
ceived April 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

7808. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—
Fenopropathrin; Pesticide Tolerance [OPP–
300992; FRL–6554–4] (RIN: 2070–AB78) received
April 18, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

7809. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Thiabendazole;
Extension of Tolerance for Emergency Ex-
emptions [OPP–300993; FRL–6554–6] (RIN:
2070–AB78) received April 18, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

7810. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—List of
Communities Eligible for the Sale of Flood
Insurance [Docket No. FEMA–7730] received
April 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

7811. A letter from the Acting Assistant
General Counsel for Regulatory Services, Of-
fice of Educational Research and Improve-
ment, Department of Education, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule—National
Awards Program for Effective Teacher Prep-
aration—received April 12, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

7812. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Regulatory Law, Office of Pro-
curement and Assistance Management, De-
partment of Energy, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Acquisition Regula-
tions: Mentor-Protege Program (RIN: 1991–
AB45) received April 28, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7813. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,

transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Adhesives and Com-
ponents of Coatings [Docket No. 98F–0675] re-
ceived April 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7814. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Medical Devices; Reclassification and Codi-
fication of the Nonabsorbable Expanded
Polytetrafluoroethylene Surgical Suture
[Docket No. 94P–0347] received April 24, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

7815. A letter from the Deputy Executive
Secretary, FDA, Department of Health and
Human Services, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule— Revisions to the Require-
ments Applicable to Blood, Blood Compo-
nents, and Source Plasma [Docket No. 98N–
0673] received April 18, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7816. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Managment and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—National Emis-
sion Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
for Source Categories [AD-FRL–6582–3] re-
ceived April 18, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

7817. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Hazardous
Waste Management System; Identification
and Listing of Hazardous Waste; Final Exclu-
sion [SW-FRL–6583–6] received April 18, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

7818. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Plans For Designated
Facilities and Pollutants: Oregon; Negative
Declaration [Docket No. OR–03–0001; FRL–
6580–9] received April 18, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7819. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Air Quality Implementa-
tion Plans; Montana; Emergency Episode
Plan, Columbia Falls, Butte and Missoula
Particulate Matter State Implementation
Plans, Missoula Carbon Monoxide State Im-
plementation Plan; Correction [SIP Nos.
MT–001–0012; MT–001–0013; MT–001–0014; MT–
001–0015] (FRL–6582–4) received April 18, 2000,

pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

7820. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Office of Enforcement,
Nuclear Regulatory Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Revision
of the NRC Enforcement Policy [NUREG–
1600] received April 28, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

7821. A letter from the Chairman, Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission, trans-
mitting the Fiscal Year 1999 Annual Pro-
gram Performance Report; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

7822. A letter from the Chairman, Federal
Communications Commission, transmitting
the Annual Performance Report for Fiscal
Year 1999; to the Committee on Government
Reform.

7823. A letter from the Acting Deputy Asso-
ciate Administrator, Office of Acquisition
Policy, GSA, National Aeronautics and
Space Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation; Progress Payments and Re-
lated Financing Polices [FAC 97–16; FAR
Case 1998–400 (98–400); Item II] (RIN: 9000–
AI27) received April 27, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform.

7824. A letter from the Director, National
Science Foundation, transmitting the FY
2000 GPRA Performance Plan; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform.

7825. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Atlantic Highly
Migratory Species Fisheries; Atlantic
Bluefin Tuna [I.D. 033100D] received April 25,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.

7826. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Ma-
rine Fisheries Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska, Pa-
cific Cod in the Gulf of Alaska [Docket No.
000211039–0039–01; I.D. 041200A] received April
25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

7827. A letter from the Assistant Adminis-
trator for Fisheries, National Marine Fish-
eries Service, National Oceanic and Atmos-
pheric Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s final rule—Atlantic Highly
Migratory Species; Bluefin Tuna Landings
Reporting [Docket No. 000328086–0086–01; I.D.
012800H] (RIN: 0648–AN56) received April 24,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Resources.
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7828. A letter from the Program Analyst,

FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737–600,
-700, and 800 Series Airplanes [Docket No.
2000–NM–84–AD; Amendment 39–11663; AD
2000–07–09] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7829. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 737–100,
-200, -200C, -300, -400, and -500 Series Air-
planes [Docket No. 99–NM–81–AD; Amend-
ment 39–11660; AD 2000–07–06] (RIN: 2120–
AA64) received April 28, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7830. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 767 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–72–AD;
Amendment 39–11659; AD 2000–07–05] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received April 28, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7831. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Eurocopter France
Model SA–366G1 Helicopters [Docket No. 99–
SW–14–AD; Amendment 39–11692; AD 2000–08–
06] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7832. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Robinson Helicopter
Company Model R44 Helicopters [Docket No.
99–SW–70–AD; Amendment 39–11690; AD 2000–
08–04] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7833. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300 Se-
ries Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–304–AD;
Amendment 39–11682; AD 2000–07–26] (RIN:
2120–AA64) received April 28, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

7834. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Rolls-Royce plc Tay
650–15 Series Turbofan Engines [Docket No.
99–NE–61–AD; Amendment 39–11687; AD 2000–
08–01] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7835. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Lockheed Model L–
1011–385 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–NM–
252–AD; Amendment 39–11677; AD 99–13–08 R1]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7836. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Model A300,
A310, and A300–600 Series Airplanes [Docket
No. 99–NM–07–AD; Amendment 39–11685; AD
2000–07–29] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7837. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Agusta Model A109A,
A109AII, and A109C Helicopters [Docket No.
99–SW–47–AD; Amendment 39–11688; AD 2000–
08–02] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

7838. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Gulfstream Model G-
IV Series Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–NM–82–
AD; Amendment 39–11680; AD 2000–07–25]
(RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

7839. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier Model
DHC–8–100 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–321–AD; Amendment 39–11678; AD 2000–
07–23] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received April 28,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

f

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. COMBEST: Committee of Con-
ference. Conference report on H.R. 2559.
A bill to amend the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act to strengthen the safety net
for agricultural producers by providing
greater access to more affordable risk
management tools and improved pro-
tection from production and income
loss, to improve the efficiency and in-
tegrity of the Federal crop insurance
program, and for other purposes (Rept.
106–639). Ordered to be printed.

[May 25 (Legislative day of May 24), 2000]
Mr. REYNOLDS: Committee on

Rules. House Resolution 512. Resolu-
tion waiving points of order against
the conference report to accompany
the bill (H.R. 2559) to amend the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Act to strengthen
the safety net for agricultural pro-
ducers by providing greater access to
more affordable risk management tools
and improved protection from produc-
tion and income loss, to improve the
efficiency and integrity of the Federal
crop insurance program, and for other
purposes (Rept. 106–640). Referred to
the House Calendar.

Mr. DIAZ-BALART: Committee on
Rules. House Resolution 513. Resolu-
tion providing for consideration of the
bill (H.R. 4461) making appropriations
for Agriculture, Rural Development,
Food and Drug Administration, and
Related Agencies programs for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2001, and
for other purposes (Rept. 106–641). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.
f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr.
HINCHEY):

H.R. 4528. A bill to establish an under-
graduate grant program of the Department
of State to assist students of limited finan-
cial means from the United States to pursue
studies at foreign institutions of higher edu-
cation; to the Committee on International
Relations.

By Mr. DUNCAN (for himself, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. LIPINSKI,
Mr. SWEENEY, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. GARY
MILLER of California):

H.R. 4529. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to prohibit the employment of
certain individuals in positions affecting air
transportation security; to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Ms. VELA
´
ZQUEZ (for herself, Mr.

TALENT, Mr. KING, Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD, Mrs. KELLY, Mr. DAVIS of
Illinois, Mr. ENGLISH, Mrs. MCCARTHY
of New York, Mrs. BONO, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. SWEENEY, Mr.
HINOJOSA, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. MOORE, Mrs. JONES
of Ohio, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. PHELPS,
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. BAIRD, Ms.
BERKLEY, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. KANJORSKI, and Mr.
BARRETT of Wisconsin):

H.R. 4530. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958 to direct the Ad-
ministrator of the Small Business Adminis-
tration to establish a New Market Venture
Capital Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Small Business.

By Mr. GARY MILLER of California
(for himself and Mr. CALVERT):

H.R. 4531. A bill to amend the Reclamation
Wastewater and Groundwater Study and Fa-
cilities Act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to particpate in the Inland Empire
regional water recycling project, to author-
ize the Secretary to carry out a program to
assist agencies in projects to construct re-
gional brine lines in California, and to au-
thorize the Secretary to participate in the
Lower Chino Dairy Area desalination dem-
onstration and reclamation project; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 4532. A bill to assure equitable treat-

ment of fertility and impotence in health
care coverage under group health plans,
health insurance coverage, and health plans
under the Federal employees’ health benefits
program; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and Government
Reform, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BACA:
H.R. 4533. A bill to authorize the Secretary

of the Interior to participate in the design,
planning, and construction of the Inland Em-
pire regional water recycling project, and to
authorize the Secretary to carry out a pro-
gram under the Federal reclamation laws to
assist agencies in projects to construct re-
gional brine lines in California; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. BURR of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. BALLENGER, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
HAYES, Mr. WATT of North Carolina,
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mrs.
CLAYTON, and Mr. ETHERIDGE):

H.R. 4534. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
114 Ridge Street in Lenoir, North Carolina,
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as the ‘‘James T. Broyhill Post Office Build-
ing’’; to the Committee on Government Re-
form.

By Mrs. CLAYTON:
H.R. 4535. A bill to amend the Consolidated

Farm and Rural Development Act to im-
prove the agricultural credit programs of the
Department of Agriculture, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. PASTOR,
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. JOHN, Mr.
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. TANNER, Mr. HIN-
CHEY, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. RAHALL,
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico, Mr. WISE,
Mr. BISHOP, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr.
FROST):

H.R. 4536. A bill to provide grants to local
educational agencies to initiate, expand, or
improve physical education programs for
students; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. DIAZ-BALART (for himself,
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. MENENDEZ,
Mr. DELAY, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. WATTS
of Oklahoma, Mr. HYDE, Mr. DREIER,
Mr. GOSS, Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.
ARCHER, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. DUNN,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. SHAW, Mr. MCCOL-
LUM, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BACHUS,
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
BURR of North Carolina, Mr. CANADY
of Florida, Mr. CANNON, Mr. CHABOT,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey,
Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. GOODLING, Mr.
GUTIERREZ, Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.
HUNTER, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. KING, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. LAZIO, Mr. LINDER, Mr.
MANZULLO, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. MILLER of Florida, Mrs.
MYRICK, Mr. NEY, Mr. PALLONE, Mr.
PASCRELL, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. REY-
NOLDS, Mr. ROGAN, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. ROTHman, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, Mr.
SESSIONS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SOUDER,
Mr. STEARNS, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
WELDON of Florida, Mr. WEXLER, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. HANSEN, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. COX, Mr. LUCAS of Okla-
homa, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. POMBO,
Mr. SHADEGG, and Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN):

H.R. 4537. A bill to assist the internal oppo-
sition in Cuba, and to further help the Cuban
people to regain their freedom; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. MOORE:
H.R. 4538. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-

cation Act of 1965 to improve the teacher
loan forgiveness program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. SAXTON (for himself and Mr.
ANDREWS):

H.R. 4539. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Education to provide grants to promote Hol-
ocaust education and awareness; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. COX):

H. Con. Res. 334. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that normal
trade relations treatment for products of the
People’s Republic of China should be revoked
if that country attacks, invades, or imposes
a blockade on Taiwan; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr. COX):

H. Con. Res. 335. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that if the
People’s Republic of China attacks, invades,
or imposes a blockade on Taiwan, the United
States will respond vigorously, including but
not limited to revoking normal trade rela-
tions; to the Committee on Ways and Means,
and in addition to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 306: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 347: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 353: Mr. PORTMAN, Mr. MCINNIS, Mr.

SUNUNU, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr.
BONILLA, and Mr. COBURN.

H.R. 483: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 531: Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 534: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. SAM

JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. CLEMENT.
H.R. 632: Mrs. BIGGERT.
H.R. 828: Mr. QUINN.
H.R. 979: Mr. RUSH, Ms. KUPTUR, and Mr.

BLUMENAUER.
H.R. 1020: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. CROWLEY, and

Mr. RANGEL.
H.R. 1092: Mrs. CHENOWETH-HUGH.
H.R. 1102: Ms. STABENOW and Mr. HUTCH-

INSON.
H.R. 1168: Mr. POMBO.
H.R. 1248: Mr. STARK, Mr. FLETCHER, Mr.

ENGEL, and Mr. KLECZKA.
H.R. 1322: Mr. METCALF, Mr. FRELING-

HUYSEN, Mr. BLUNT, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. RYAN
of Wisconsin, Mr. BARR of Georgia, Mr. RA-
HALL, Mr. LUCAS of Oklahoma, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. NEY, and Mr.
WATTS of Oklahoma.

H.R. 1387: Mr. MEEHAN.
H.R. 1525: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 2000: Mr. SNYDER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, and

Mr. CONDIT.
H.R. 2059: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 2317: Mr. FATTAH and Mr. ANDREWS.
H.R. 2321: Mr. LANTOS and Mr. STARK.
H.R. 2457: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas, Mr. GONZALEZ, and Mrs. MCCARTHY of
New York.

H.R. 2544: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky.
H.R. 2569: Mr. HOLT, Mr. ROTHMAN, and

Mrs. NAPOLITANO.
H.R. 2594: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 2631: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 2722: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 2749: Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 2768: Mr. LAZIO.
H.R. 2784: Mr. DOYLE.
H.R. 2831: Ms. HOOLEY of Oregon.
H.R. 2856: Mrs. BONO.
H.R. 2892: Mr. TAYLOR of Mississippi.
H.R. 2915: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.
H.R. 2947: Ms. LEE, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mrs.

NAPOLITANO, and Mr. DOOLEY of California.
H.R. 2956: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 2962: Mr. BACA.
H.R. 2987: Mr. BAIRD, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.

TERRY, and Mrs. EMERSON.
H.R. 3032: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 3142: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3144: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 3235: Mr. HOLT.
H.R. 3256: Mr. GONZALEZ.
H.R. 3300: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3484: Mr. BUYER.
H.R. 3485: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 3580: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. LEWIS of

Georgia, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. BAIRD,
Mr. HOLT, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. WU, Mr.
TOWNS, and Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.

H.R. 3590: Mr. HUNTER and Mr. HASTINGS of
Washington.

H.R. 3688: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KING,
Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. SABO, Mr. CARDIN,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms. CAR-
SON, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, and
Ms. STABENOW.

H.R. 3766: Mr. GORDON, Mr. BERMAN, and
Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 3809: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.
H.R. 3836: Ms. BERKLEY.
H.R. 3842: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr.

EHRLICH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SUNUNU, Mrs.
CUBIN, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr.
LEACH.

H.R. 3880: Mr. BAKER.
H.R. 3891: Mr. TOWNS, Ms. MCKINNEY, and

Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 4011: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 4049: Mr. THUNE.
H.R. 4064: Mr. RYUN of Kansas, Mr. OSE,

Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 4066: Mr. MARKEY.
H.R. 4082: Mr. SNYDER, Mr. GOODLATTE, and

Mr. SHOWS.
H.R. 4094: Mr. MOORE and Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 4165: Ms. ESHOO, Ms. MCCARTHY of

Missouri, Mr. WYNN, and Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 4168: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. CLEMENT, and

Mr. LIPINSKI.
H.R. 4207: Mr. COOK, Mr. NADLER, and Mr.

WEYGAND.
H.R. 4210: Mr. DOOLITTLE and Mr. BILI-

RAKIS.
H.R. 4211: Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.

GEJDENSON, and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.
H.R. 4213: Ms. DUNN and Mr. ADERHOLT.
H.R. 4242: Mr. WICKER.
H.R. 4257: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. DEMINT, Mr.

VITTER, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. COBURN, Mr. PITTS,
Mr. SANFORD, Mr. SMITH of Michigan, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. SHADEGG, and Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON of Texas.

H.R. 4259: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. COBURN, Mr.
ISTOOK, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
FILNER, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. SKEEN.

H.R. 4271: Mr. GUTKNECHT and Mr. BARTON
of Texas.

H.R. 4272: Mr. BARTON of Texas.
H.R. 4273: Mr. BARTON of Texas.
H.R. 4290: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 4299: Mr. DUNCAN and Mr. TAYLOR of

North Carolina.
H.R. 4391: Mr. GOODLATTE.
H.R. 4441: Mr. NEY.
H.R. 4442: Mr. PALLONE and Mr. BATEMAN.
H.R. 4467: Mr. TANCREDO, Mr. SCHAFFER,

Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
BOSWELL, and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 4481: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
H.R. 4483: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 4492: Mr. COBLE, Mr. KASICH, Mr.

ABERCROMBIE, Mr. CONDIT, Mrs. BONO, Mr.
BERMAN, Mr. WOLF, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. DIXON,
Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia. Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. ROEMER, Mr.
FARR of California, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. SKEL-
TON, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. CRANE,
Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. MCCRERY, Mr. RANGEL,
Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr. BOSWELL,
Ms. DANNER, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
GREEN of Texas, Mr. LUTHER, Ms. MCCARTHY
of Missouri, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. HASTINGS
of Florida, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr.
KING, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. KLECZKA,
Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. STARK, Ms. DEGETTE,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. SAWYER, Mr.
LAFALCE, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr.
GOODE, Mr. DREIER, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. JEN-
KINS, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. FORD, and Mrs. CLAY-
TON.

H.J. Res. 15: Mr. TERRY.
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H. Con. Res. 297: Ms. DELAURO.
H. Con. Res. 318: Mr. BLUMENAUER.
H. Con. Res. 331: Mr. CONDIT, Mr. HASTINGS

of Florida, Mr. CROWLEY, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr.
WEXLER, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. KING, Mr. ROTH-
MAN, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Mr.
HORN.

H. Res. 147: Mr. LAMPSON.
H. Res. 420: Mr. LAHOOD.
H. Res. 437: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY.
H. Res. 479: Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 3688: Mr. DAVIS of Virginia.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4461

OFFERED BY: MR. GOODLING

AMENDMENT NO. 16: Page 84, after line 10,
insert the following new subsection (and re-
designate subsequent subsections accord-
ingly):

(c) RESPONSE TO PLUM POX VIRUS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision of law, the
Secretary of Agriculture may use the funds,
facilities, and authorities of the Commodity
Credit Corporation to administer and make
payments to compensate growers in relation
to the Secretary’s ‘‘Declaration of Extraor-
dinary Emergency’’ on March 2, 2000, regard-
ing the plum pox virus in Adams County,
Pennsylvania, except that the total amount
of the payments may not exceed the
amounts specified by the Secretary in the
declaration.

H.R. 4461
OFFERED BY: MR. MILLER OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 17: Page 31, after line 5, in-
sert the following:

PURCHASES OF RAW OR REFINED SUGAR

For fiscal year 2001, the Commodity Credit
Corporation shall not expend more than
$50,000,000 for purchases of raw or refined
sugar from sugarcane or sugar beets.

H.R. 4461
OFFERED BY: MR. NEY

AMENDMENT NO. 18: Page 6, line 16, insert
‘‘(reduced by $34,000)’’ after ‘‘$34,708,000’’.

Page 8, line 3, insert ‘‘(reduced by $33,000)’’
after ‘‘$8,138,000’’.

Page 8, line 14, insert ‘‘(reduced by $33,000)’’
after ‘‘$65,097,000’’.

Page 10, line 23, insert ‘‘(increased by
$100,000)’’ after ‘‘$850,384,000’’.

H.R. 4516

OFFERED BY: MR. NEY

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 8, line 22, insert
after the first dollar figure the following:
‘‘(increased by $7,000,000)’’.

Page 8, line 22, insert after the second dol-
lar figure the following: ‘‘(increased by
$3,290,000)’’.

Page 8, line 25, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(increased by $3,710,000)’’.

Page 22, line 6, insert after the first dollar
figure the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$5,000,000)’’.

Page 23, line 9, insert after the first dollar
figure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’.

Page 24, line 11, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’.

Page 28, line 11, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4516

OFFERED BY: MR. NEY

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 22, line 6, insert
after the first dollar figure the following:
‘‘(reduced by $3,000,000)’’.

Page 23, line 9, insert after the first dollar
figure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $500,000)’’.

Page 23, line 21, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’.

Page 24, line 11, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000)’’.

Page 28, line 11, insert after the dollar fig-
ure the following: ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000)’’.
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